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today I want to draw attention to a 
truly great economic and foreign pol-
icy victory negotiated with one of our 
adversaries. In fact, it was signed just 
a few hours ago. 

When it comes to trade, we have de-
voted most of our energy to drafting 
and promoting the benefits of the 
USMCA, but we have also gotten a 
great start on two other trade deals— 
those that were negotiated with Japan 
that went into effect January 1 and 
also with China, signed today. We are 
looking forward to this Chamber pass-
ing the USMCA this week and sending 
it to the President’s desk. 

Back home in Tennessee, what I hear 
from our agriculture community is, we 
want trade—consistent, dependable, re-
spectful, and fair trade. Entrepreneurs 
depend on consistent, productive trade 
relations to keep their businesses up 
and running and to put food on their 
employees’ tables. 

These Tennesseans play a special role 
in the U.S. relationship with China. In 
2017, we exported $2.7 billion worth of 
goods to China. That is from the State 
of Tennessee. Imports from China ac-
counted for 7.3 percent of Tennessee’s 
GDP in 2018. They are our third largest 
trading partner, after Canada and Mex-
ico. 

Let me tell you, when things go 
south with the Chinese, Tennesseans 
feel the heat because of our ag trade. 
They are really paying attention to the 
ins and outs of our dealings with 
China, the good and the bad. They see 
the news stories about China’s behav-
ior in Hong Kong and Taiwan, about 
spying, about intellectual property 
theft, and about those shady apps that 
children have probably downloaded 
onto their phones and their tablets. 
Yes, indeed, they are rightfully con-
cerned. They are concerned because 
they see all of this in the context of 
their day-to-day lives, and they know 
that diplomatic tensions have just as 
much potential to derail their oper-
ations as economic tensions. 

Make no mistake—today’s signed 
deal with China is critical because it 
couples desperately needed relief with 
backstops that will help to keep our 
friends in Beijing in line. What does 
that look like? China agreed to in-
crease purchases of American products 
and services by at least $200 billion 
over the next 2 years, which will reduce 
our trade deficit and take care of our 
farmers, our energy producers, and our 
manufacturers. They committed to re-
ducing nontariff barriers to agriculture 
products and ease restrictions on the 
approval of new biotechnology. 

American producers are covered in 
terms of free-flowing goods and when it 
comes to the nuts and bolts of the busi-
ness of innovation. The phase one deal 
includes stronger Chinese legal protec-
tions for patents, trademarks, and 
copyrights. We wrote in improved 
criminal and civil procedures to com-
bat online infringement and the ex-
change of pirated and counterfeit 
goods. These are good signs for our cre-

ative community in Tennessee. It con-
tains commitments by China to follow 
through on pledges to eliminate pres-
sure on foreign companies to transfer 
technology to Chinese firms before 
they are given market access. 

I will tell you, we are going to be 
keeping an eagle eye on this one as we 
move to the phase two negotiations. It 
also includes new pledges by China to 
refrain from competitive currency de-
valuations and exchange rate manipu-
lation. All of this is covered by enforce-
ment measures U.S. officials can trig-
ger if we discover Beijing is acting in 
bad faith. 

I will tell you, so many in our agri-
culture community have said of these 
enforcement mechanisms that this is 
what is going to make a difference in 
their ability to count on trade. Now, 
these protections are more than just an 
ace up our sleeve; it is peace of mind 
for every American who depends on 
trade to support their family. 

So phase one is in the books. What is 
next? More of the nuts and bolts that I 
just talked about. 

If you have been following the past 
few years of our relations with China, 
you know that businesses trying to 
deal with Beijing run the constant risk 
of losing control over their own inven-
tions. Intellectual property theft and 
forced technology transfers have de-
fined China’s relationship with foreign 
businesses. This is what they complain 
about. They steal those inventions and 
sometimes actually beat them or 
match them moving into the market-
place. 

In phase two, we will be negotiating 
a deal that ensures participation in the 
Chinese market is not dependent on 
these unbalanced arrangements. Our 
efforts will be backed by previously 
passed legislation that enhanced our 
controls on the export of new tech-
nology—like advanced robotics and ar-
tificial intelligence—and strengthened 
reviews of foreign investment in the 
United States. We know it is an uphill 
battle. We certainly believe it can be 
done. 

I want to make it clear that no trade 
deal is ever going to be perfect. It is 
impossible. However, the first phase of 
this is a good, solid first step. We are 
taking care of our producers, taking 
care of our workers, and opening up the 
flow of goods and services. We are pro-
tecting our innovators in a way that 
will allow them to prospect in one of 
the globe’s most competitive markets 
without risking the loss of their intel-
lectual property. We are giving busi-
ness owners and families peace of mind 
in the form of enforcement mecha-
nisms that will kick in the moment of-
ficials determine our relationship with 
China is about to go off the rails. 

Today, our President signed this deal 
on behalf of the American people, and I 
encourage my colleagues to get in-
volved now as we move forward with 
discussions for phase two. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

UNITED STATES-MEXICO-CANADA 
AGREEMENT IMPLEMENTATION 
ACT 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
move to proceed to Calendar No. 406, 
H.R. 5430. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 406, H.R. 
5430, a bill to implement the Agreement be-
tween the United States of America, the 
United Mexican States, and Canada attached 
as an Annex to the Protocol Replacing the 
North American Free Trade Agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is not debatable. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the title of the bill. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 5430) to implement the Agree-

ment between the United States of America, 
the United Mexican States, and Canada at-
tached as an Annex to the Protocol Replac-
ing the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In ac-
cordance with section 151 of the Trade 
Act, there will now be 20 hours of de-
bate equally divided between the two 
leaders or their designees. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PUERTO RICO 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, a lot 
is happening right now across our 
country and in Washington, DC, and in 
the House and the Senate—and across 
the globe, for that matter. There are a 
lot of issues. There is one that has not 
received the attention it should, which 
is about a group of Americans who 
have suffered enormous calamity in the 
last few days who deserve our atten-
tion and our focus. 

I am speaking, of course, about the 
devastation in Puerto Rico. Seismolo-
gists report that over 1,200 tremors, 
earthquakes, and aftershocks have 
struck the island since January 1. More 
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than 70 of these were of a magnitude 3.5 
or greater. Residents on the island 
have felt at least 100 of these earth-
quakes. The largest of the quakes, a 
magnitude 6.4, struck last Tuesday, 
taking one life and injuring many oth-
ers. 

More than 2 weeks after the Earth 
started shaking, these quakes and 
aftershocks are still going on. In fact, 
this last weekend, the island was 
struck by an earthquake with a 5.9 
magnitude. Yesterday morning, a 4.6- 
magnitude tremor could be felt. This 
morning, there was a 5.1-magnitude 
quake. 

The damage from these quakes is so 
severe, it can be seen from space. Ac-
cording to NASA, the satellite shows 
the land in parts of Southern Puerto 
Rico, near the epicenter of the quake, 
has moved 51⁄2 inches. That is a very 
dramatic change in the landscape. 

You don’t have to be in space; you 
don’t have to have those images or be 
orbiting the planet and looking down 
to see the damage because the damage 
is everywhere. There is $110 million in 
damages estimated by the Governor’s 
office. Other estimates from the Geo-
logical Survey now have the damage 
approaching $1 billion. 

Power has been restored to most of 
the island, but periodic outages are 
still happening in different parts of the 
island, and severe energy conservation 
is in place. 

The Costa Sur plant in the town of 
Guayanilla was so severely damaged, 
they are telling us that it will take 
over a year to get it up and running. 
That island needs 500 megawatts of 
emergency generation until that plant 
is fixed. 

As of last Thursday, hundreds of 
thousands were without water. The 
world-renowned chef Jose Andres’ re-
lief organization World Central Kitch-
en has served tens of thousands of 
meals in just the last few days. Build-
ings and homes have collapsed and 
been destroyed. Thousands are living 
outside of their homes, both with the 
damage done and the damage feared. 

It is reported that a total of 559 
structures are affected. Look at this 
picture. Look at this pile of rubble 
lined up and crossing the street of col-
lapsed buildings, hundreds of piles like 
that where building, or parts of build-
ings, once stood. There are 4,000 to 6,000 
residents in shelters, thousands sleep-
ing in hammocks or inflatable mat-
tresses and in tents because they are 
afraid to sleep in their homes. 

My heart goes out to the people of 
Puerto Rico who are enduring yet an-
other natural disaster, while they still 
have been fighting to rebuild their 
homes and their lives after the destruc-
tion of Hurricane Maria 3 years ago. 
The truth is, we haven’t done nearly 
enough to help them. Not nearly 
enough from the last disaster has made 
it to the island to help them repair all 
of that damage done. The aid that has 
come has not come quickly enough. 

Indeed, just today, we are hearing 
that the aid that was supposed to be re-

leased no later than last September—$8 
billion related to Hurricane Maria—is 
being released, or at least put in the 
Federal Register so it can be prepared 
to be released years after the disaster, 
when that aid was needed immediately 
after the disaster to rebuild. 

The citizens of Puerto Rico are 
American citizens. They don’t have a 
vote in this Chamber, and that is a 
problem we should remedy. What we 
see is, when citizens don’t have a Sen-
ator who represents them, there is no 
one to stand up and advocate with the 
same ferocity and determination and 
passion as somebody who is elected by 
those individuals, so the rest of us need 
to stand in—Democrats and Repub-
licans, Senators from the South and 
the North and the East and West—we 
need to stand in together on behalf of 
our fellow Americans in this dev-
astated landscape of Puerto Rico. 

This neglect of the citizens of Puerto 
Rico, of this island that is part of 
America, is staggering. That is why I 
have joined with Senator SCHUMER and 
31 of my Democratic colleagues in a 
letter to President Trump supporting 
the Governor of Puerto Rico’s request 
for a major disaster declaration, but 
this shouldn’t be a partisan letter. 
Let’s all join together—Democrats and 
Republicans together—to fight for the 
aid that is needed by our fellow citi-
zens. 

President Trump signed a declaration 
that provides only $5 million for imme-
diate emergency services. Five million 
dollars isn’t close to addressing what 
the Geological Survey says is close to 
$1 billion in damage. That $5 million is 
useful, but far more is going to be 
needed—far more—for removing debris, 
building temporary shelters, providing 
electric generators, distributing food 
and water, providing immediate emer-
gency lifesaving medical care. They are 
going to need a lot of help, in addition, 
for long-term rebuilding. A major dis-
aster declaration can help in that. 
That has not happened. It has been sit-
ting on the desk in the Oval Office 
since last Saturday. 

Let’s join together—Democrats and 
Republicans together—and say: Mr. 
President, sign that declaration that 
brings along with it crisis counseling, 
help rebuilding homes, help repairing 
roads, help restoring bridges, water 
control, water supply. Clean water sup-
ply is so important to health. Water 
treatment, which is so important in 
preventing cholera, job training, aid 
for businesses—that is the type of thor-
ough, significant assistance the people 
of Puerto Rico need, and they need it 
right now, not tomorrow and not a 
month from now, not years from now. 
They need it now. I say, let’s join to-
gether and call on President Trump to 
sign that major disaster declaration 
that unleashes this help. 

There is a lot going on in the world, 
a lot here in Washington. We prepare 
for one of the rare moments in Amer-
ican history where we will be con-
ducting a trial related to Articles of 

Impeachment. Just a week ago Tues-
day, 8 days ago, I was sitting in front of 
a television very worried about esca-
lation to major war with Iran. There 
are big issues going on, absolutely, but 
don’t let these big issues prevent us 
from addressing the plight of our fellow 
Americans. Let’s pay attention. Let’s 
make sure the people of Puerto Rico 
are neither ignored nor neglected. 
Swift action is needed. Let’s join to-
gether and make it happen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

REMEMBERING CHRIS ALLEN 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, last 

week, the Senate Finance Committee 
and the entire Senate lost a dedicated 
public servant—and, by the way, an all- 
around wonderful man—with the unex-
pected passing of Chris Allen. 

Chris had been a member of the Fi-
nance Committee tax team since 2018. I 
was fortunate that he was willing to 
continue in that role when I reclaimed 
the gavel last year after the retirement 
of my friend, and former chairman, 
Orrin Hatch. 

As Members, we are blessed with 
dedicated people like Chris, who come 
to Capitol Hill to perform public serv-
ice. They come here to make a dif-
ference, no matter what their party or 
ideology. They come from all walks of 
life, religious backgrounds, and from 
all over the country. They work long 
hours, and sometimes their work is 
stymied by the political headwinds we 
know about in the Congress of the 
United States. But when an idea is a 
good one and the people pursuing it do 
so with a full heart and focused mind, 
it will eventually become law. 

Last year proved to be a year when a 
number of good ideas finally became 
law in the area of retirement security, 
in no small part because of Chris’ hard 
work and dedication. 

After more than 3 years, we were fi-
nally able to pass the Finance Commit-
tee’s Retirement Enhancement and 
Savings Act. We use acronyms around 
here, and that is RESA. RESA became 
law after it was incorporated into the 
Setting Every Community Up for Re-
tirement Enhancement Act, and that 
acronym is the SECURE Act. 

Chris was very instrumental in help-
ing navigate the long and, at times, 
very contentious process that cul-
minated in this important package of 
retirement provisions being enacted 
just before last Christmas. 

Possibly even more important, Chris 
brought a very deep knowledge of mul-
tiemployer pensions to bear over the 
past several years to help us move for-
ward on important reforms. 

In the last Congress, Chris served as 
the staff director of the Joint Select 
Committee on Solvency of Multiem-
ployer Pension Plans. Congress formed 
this committee for the very important 
job of addressing the impending insol-
vency of a number of multiemployer 
plans and the projected insolvency of 
the multiemployer fund of the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation. 
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With Chris’ steady hand and his tire-

less efforts, the Joint Select Com-
mittee laid a critical foundation in 2018 
for addressing the multiemployer pen-
sion crisis. 

Throughout 2019, Chris carried that 
work forward as a member of my Fi-
nance Committee staff. Through 
months of work with Finance Com-
mittee member offices, and also work-
ing with the HELP Committee, work-
ing with the PBGC, and, most impor-
tantly, stakeholder groups that are af-
fected by any reform we do, Chris was 
the one leading the effort to build on 
the Joint Select Committee’s work of 
the previous year. That effort led to 
the development of the Multiemployer 
Pension Recapitalization and Reform 
Plan that Chairman ALEXANDER and I 
released in November. Resolving the 
multiemployer pension crisis remains a 
top priority, and now there is another 
important reason to see it done in 
Chris’ memory because he put so much 
effort into where we are at this point. 

While Chris has been a key asset to 
the Finance Committee on retirement 
and pension policy, his depth of knowl-
edge was much deeper than just that 
issue. Prior to joining the committee, 
Chris served as Senator ROBERTS’ sen-
ior tax policy adviser for 7 years. Chris 
played a key role in helping us develop 
and pass the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 
2017. In that effort, he focused heavily 
on the tax rules affecting farmers and 
ranchers across the Nation. Farmers 
and ranchers are a key interest of Sen-
ator ROBERTS and the State of Kansas. 

A close look at Chris’ resume shows 
that he was very successful in working 
for the National Association of State 
Treasurers and then with another orga-
nization, the Financial Accounting 
Foundation. He also worked at other 
firms linked to his expertise in finan-
cial services, regulation, and legisla-
tion. 

What stands out about Chris is his 
ability to bring folks with very dif-
ferent views together in the classic leg-
islative process. And boy, I watched 
him in meetings on the multiemployer 
pension issues and how he navigated all 
that, and I thought to myself: Without 
Chris, this couldn’t be done. 

He had great ability with numbers 
and great dedication to public policy. 
That is what made Chris stand out. I 
am confident that had the Good Lord 
not taken Chris last week, he would 
have remained a fixture on the Finance 
Committee staff for many years to 
come. Public service was very simply 
at the core of Chris’ identity as a pro-
fessional. 

A key to Chris’ success was his genial 
nature. You might not know it by 
looking at him, but he had a very 
quick wit. It seems like everybody felt 
comfortable with Chris, and Chris was 
comfortable with them. He had a lot of 
contentious meetings. I had a chance 
to observe some of them and his work-
ing with the stakeholders on multiem-
ployer pensions. I saw the comfort they 
had with him, even when he was trying 

to go in just a little different direction 
than certain interest groups might 
have wanted to go because Chris knew 
that to get anything done in this body, 
you have to compromise. As you can 
tell, policy work was fun for Chris. Pol-
icy work was important, and he saw 
policy work as sustaining over a long 
period of time. 

I hope I am pointing out that this 
type of goodwill and dedication was in-
fectious. Every day was meaningful. 
Every day was a source of joy. 

As I said in my statement on Friday 
night after I learned of Chris’ passing, 
Chris was a public servant who brought 
a deep well of knowledge to his work. 
We all know he is going to leave behind 
a legacy of impact on so many lives 
that he was able to improve with his 
expertise, with his confidence, and the 
example he set with his hard work. But 
he never let that keep him from living 
life to the fullest, especially where his 
family was concerned. 

You learn these things about a staff 
member’s family with the crisis of a 
passing, but Chris was a devoted father 
to two wonderful daughters, Lucie and 
Sophie. Chris was a loving husband for 
nearly 30 years to his wife, Lynda- 
Marie. Chris was a thoughtful and com-
passionate son and brother. Chris was a 
fierce friend to so many who came to 
know him during his 58 years. Chris 
knew how to live life. 

Losing Chris is extremely difficult 
for all of us. At times, the finger of God 
reaches down and takes a person who 
we know and love. It is not for us to 
know why that happened. What we 
know is we all got to know Chris and 
got to know him well. He was part of 
our lives, and we all benefited from the 
time that we had with him. We are all 
blessed to have that. 

For his family and the countless oth-
ers who had the good fortune to know 
and work with Chris Allen, a piece of 
him will live on with each of us in 
every memory of him. Whether it was 
of Chris’ positivity and sincerity, or 
the endless way he could inject humor 
into a very difficult situation, Chris 
was a blessing to those who were fortu-
nate enough to know him. 

Rest in peace, my friend, Chris Allen. 
God bless Chris’ family and may He 

show them His grace as they take these 
next steps in their own life’s path. 

Chris will be greatly missed. 
I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant bill clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PERDUE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

IMPEACHMENT 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor after Speaker PELOSI 
has ended her delay of the Senate im-
peachment trial today. 

For the past month, the American 
people have watched the Speaker, I be-
lieve, make a spectacle of herself. They 
talked about the need to pass this in a 
way that was rushed, that was par-
tisan, that was sloppy, but they had to 
get it done. Their key word from the 
Speaker and from so many in the 
House was ‘‘urgency.’’ We have to get 
this done, they said—urgency, urgency, 
urgency. So they took the vote in the 
House before Christmas. Then the 
Speaker decided to sit on this for 4 
long weeks. She blocked the moving of 
the articles from the House to the Sen-
ate by refusing to send over the nec-
essary papers. 

In the end, the American people, in-
cluding key Members of the Democrats 
in the Senate, realized that this was 
just a political stunt. Even the Senate 
Democrats lost patience with her cyn-
ical scheming. The American people 
saw what this was. A Harvard-Harris 
poll cites that 56 percent of Americans 
say that what she was doing was just a 
political stunt. We are talking about 
the impeachment of the President of 
the United States, but it was just a po-
litical stunt. She should have done her 
job. She should have delivered the arti-
cles in a timely manner. 

Nevertheless, the Senate Republicans 
are ready to move forward today. We 
have the majority’s support to adopt 
the rules that were used in the im-
peachment trial of President Clinton. 
President Trump deserves the same 
treatment. In 1999, all 100 Senators—all 
100—including the Democratic leader, 
Senator SCHUMER, voted for these 
rules, and 77 percent of the American 
public says: Hey, if it is good enough 
for Clinton, we ought to do the same 
thing today. So, after making his own, 
unreasonable demands for weeks, Sen-
ator SCHUMER now says he is ready to 
begin the trial. 

The truth is that the Democrats have 
already made a mockery of impeach-
ment. What they really want is a show 
trial, not a fair trial, and that is what 
happened in the House of Representa-
tives. It was all for show. What do I 
mean by that? Let’s take a look at 
what happened in the House. 

First of all, their hearings were in se-
cret, behind closed doors, in the base-
ment of the Capitol. Then they selec-
tively released misleading information. 
They denied the President due process, 
and they denied the President the op-
portunity to face his accusers and to 
face the whistleblower. Even though 
there was immediate interest and, at 
first, they said ‘‘Oh, the whistleblower 
will testify,’’ they then said ‘‘No, no, 
no. We don’t want you to even know 
who the whistleblower is or what rea-
son or personal issues related to the 
whistleblower may have brought forth 
the reason for that person to come for-
ward. We don’t want you to know 
where the whistleblower’s alliances 
may lie.’’ 

The Democrats have always known 
they cannot remove this President. 
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Their real agenda is the 2020 Presi-
dential election and the Senate elec-
tions. Thankfully, the Democrats’ 3- 
year-long partisan impeachment ef-
fort—their goal being to impeach from 
day No. 1—is finally nearing an end. It 
was from day No. 1. We saw ELIZABETH 
WARREN, candidate for President, on 
the debate stage last night. Yet, in De-
cember of 2016, after Donald Trump had 
been elected but before he had even 
been sworn in, she had held a press con-
ference and had talked about impeach-
ing him. 

On the day the President took the 
oath of office, there was a headline in 
the Washington Post that read: ‘‘The 
campaign to impeach President Trump 
has begun.’’ 

Here we are now, over 3 years since 
election day of 2016, and we are getting 
ready to have votes in Iowa in less 
than 3 weeks. So this isn’t really about 
trying to remove President Trump 
from office; it is about trying to influ-
ence the vote of 2020. With voting in 
Iowa being 3 weeks away and the gen-
eral election’s not being far away—No-
vember 3—voters, not Congress, are 
going to decide whether to keep Presi-
dent Trump in office. 

The President has a terrific record to 
stand on. There have been 7 million 
new jobs created since he has been 
elected. The President has cut taxes 
and gutted regulations that have been 
punishing to the economy. There have 
been trade deals. He is signing one with 
China today, and there are additional 
trade deals. We are going to pass the 
USMCA tomorrow. There is a new 
trade deal with Japan. Unemployment 
is at an all-time low. There is a 50-year 
low in unemployment in this country, 
and wages are going up. 

It is time for the Democrats to stop 
wasting the time of the American peo-
ple. There are jobs that need to be 
done. Congress needs to get its job 
done, which is to focus on the issues 
that the American public care about— 
roads, highways, bridges, tunnels, in-
frastructure. There is key legislation 
we need to be advancing, like lowering 
the costs of prescription drugs—helping 
people get insulin that is cheaper for 
them. We need to help those families. 
We need to secure the border. That is 
what is going on. 

To think that we are going to spend 
the amount of time that we are going 
to spend on impeachment as a result of 
what the House has been doing and the 
Democrats have been doing since day 
No. 1 is a misuse of taxpayer money 
and is a misuse of Congress’s time to 
do the job that we were elected to do— 
to help the American people. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WAR POWERS RESOLUTION 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of S.J. Res. 68, to prevent an 
unnecessary and unauthorized war 
against Iran. 

I thank my friend from Virginia, 
Senator KAINE, as well as Senators 
DICK DURBIN, MIKE LEE, and RAND 
PAUL, for standing up for our laws and 
for the U.S. Constitution, which gives 
Congress, not the President, the power 
to make war and to authorize the use 
of military force. 

The assassination of Iranian General 
Soleimani was a massive, deliberate, 
and dangerous escalation of conflict 
with Iran by Donald Trump. Rather 
than deterring new attacks on Amer-
ican interests, as the administration 
insists, Soleimani’s assassination in-
vited them, and they came in the form 
of airstrikes on U.S. air bases in Iraq. 

But instead of sharing with Congress 
and the American people information 
and intelligence that justify the 
Soleimani attack, President Trump 
and his counselors have deflected, fab-
ricated, and just plain refused to tell 
the truth about the so-called imminent 
threat that was prevented. 

We now have press reports con-
firming that President Trump author-
ized the killing of General Soleimani 7 
months ago. The administration 
doesn’t just look to be misrepresenting 
the imminent threat of Soleimani, it 
appears to be fabricating information 
intended to bypass Congress’s constitu-
tional role to authorize war. 

Last week, President Trump revealed 
more information on the killing to a 
FOX News personality, and he gave 
more information to that personality 
on FOX than he did in a 75-minute 
briefing to the entire U.S. Senate. That 
is completely and totally unacceptable. 
FOX News should not know more about 
our national security interests than 
the 100 Senators who sit here and have 
the responsibility to ensure that we are 
a check and balance on the executive 
branch. 

No evidence has yet been presented 
to support President Trump’s out-
landish claim that Iran would ‘‘prob-
ably’’ target four U.S. Embassies—an 
assertion that was contradicted days 
later by his own Secretary of Defense. 
Perhaps that is why President Trump’s 
latest defense is just to simply throw 
up his hands and say: I am sorry; I am 
not giving you the information that 
you need. He tweets that the immi-
nence test ‘‘doesn’t really matter be-
cause of [Soleimani’s] horrible past.’’ 
So it is no longer imminent threat, 
from his perspective, because he says it 
really doesn’t matter. He decides, and 
he decides without consultation with 
the Congress. 

Here is the lesson Donald Trump 
seems unwilling or unable to learn: The 
truth does matter. In matters of war 
and peace, the truth is nonnegotiable. 

Trump’s reckless actions have put 
tens of thousands of American Armed 
Forces, diplomats, and civilians at 
greater risk, and his continued fabrica-

tions about intelligence threaten to 
draw the United States into an illegal 
war with the country of Iran. 

Look at what has happened as a re-
sult of Trump’s escalation: Our Iraqi 
strategic partners are demanding that 
U.S. troops leave bases in Iraq pre-
maturely, increasing the chance that 
ISIS will reconstitute itself in the re-
gion. The truth matters. 

Iran has announced that it is no 
longer bound by enrichment restric-
tions under the deal. This only makes 
it more likely that Iran will hasten its 
quest for a nuclear bomb. The truth 
matters. 

Despite Donald Trump’s best efforts, 
the United States is a country that 
abides by the rule of law. Our laws say 
Congress has the sole authority to 
make and to authorize war. Neither the 
2001 nor the 2002 authorizations for the 
use of military force can be used to 
provide legal cover for a war with Iran, 
and we owe it to the American people 
to repeal these obsolete authorizations, 
which Presidents of both political par-
ties have abused to justify military 
campaigns in far-flung parts of the 
planet. 

To guard against another quagmire 
as we experienced in Vietnam, Con-
gress acted, through the War Powers 
Resolution of 1973, to rein in Presi-
dential overreach when it came to war. 
That resolution, which informs our de-
bate on the Senate floor today, makes 
it clear that the President cannot put 
our brave men and women in harm’s 
way without a vote by Congress or if 
there is an armed attack on the United 
States. 

Neither the 2001 nor the 2002 author-
ization for the use of military force 
provides legal cover for the killing of 
Soleimani or any other future attacks 
against the country of Iran. 

It bears repeating that a possible war 
with Iran did not begin with Iran’s at-
tack on the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad, 
nor did it begin with the President’s 
decision to select the extreme option of 
assassinating Soleimani. The uptick in 
Iran’s attacks in the region and that of 
its proxies can be traced to President 
Trump’s unilateral and irresponsible 
exit from the Iran nuclear deal—the 
deal to put inspectors in every one of 
the Iranian nuclear facilities. The Iran 
deal was working. It was the best tool 
we have to ensure Iran never obtains a 
nuclear weapon—that was until 
Trump’s capricious decision to pull out 
of the deal and crush Iran by 
ratcheting up American sanctions. 

Trump is now doubling down on his 
failed approach by ratcheting up sanc-
tions on new sectors of the Iranian 
economy. This escalation will make 
the Trump deal that he says he wants 
all the more elusive. 

Before the United States backed out 
of the Iran deal, the President’s own 
CIA Director, Director of National In-
telligence, and the United Nation’s 
international watchdog agency all said 
Iran was upholding its end of the deal. 
Iran was upholding its end of the nu-
clear deal. Since then, however, Iran 
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has moved away from its nuclear-re-
lated commitments in phases. Most 
worrisome was Iran’s announcement 
last week that it was no longer bound 
by enrichment restrictions under the 
deal. 

But we can still salvage a diplomatic 
outcome. All of Iran’s steps are revers-
ible. For one, Iran remains party to the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, re-
quiring it to foreswear acquisition of a 
nuclear bomb. Additionally, inter-
national inspectors from the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency main-
tain access to Iranian nuclear sites to 
detect and deter any ramp-up in en-
richment or reprocessing. 

But pulling the United States back 
into a position where we are not going 
to war will require a change in strat-
egy by the President of the United 
States. It means a commitment from 
the President to, one, cease any further 
military action, as today’s resolution 
calls for; two, engage in talks with Ira-
nian President Hasan Ruhani or other 
senior leaders to defuse the crisis and 
to support our allies as they work in 
good faith to preserve the Iran nuclear 
deal; three, make clear that the United 
States does not seek to impose regime 
change in Iran—the future of Iran must 
be decided by the Iranian people alone; 
and four, cease any and all threats 
against Iranian cultural sites and civil-
ians. These would be war crimes. De-
stroying cultural sites is what ISIS 
does. It is what the Taliban does. It is 
what the Chinese Government does. 
That is not who we are in the United 
States of America. Finally, we must re-
peal the 2001 and 2002 authorizations 
for the use of military force imme-
diately. 

Americans strongly reject President 
Trump’s deliberate and escalatory ac-
tion against Iran. They do so not just 
because it is wrong, but they do not 
want to get embroiled into another 
costly war in the Middle East without 
end. A poll last week shows that Amer-
icans by more than 2 to 1 say that the 
killing of General Soleimani has made 
the United States less safe. Sadly, they 
are right. 

In passing Senator KAINE’s resolu-
tion, this body has a chance to reclaim 
our Founders’ vision for the proper role 
of Congress. We are the direct rep-
resentatives of the people. Congress 
must express the will of the people to 
determine when, where, and against 
whom our country decides to go to war. 

We cannot and must not get pulled 
into war with Iran, and we cannot 
allow Trump to start a war all on his 
own. 

I thank Senator KAINE for his leader-
ship on this resolution that I call upon 
all of my colleagues here on the Senate 
floor to support. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, what is 

the business now before the Senate? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending question is H.R. 5430, the 
USMCA bill. 

H.R. 5430 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, this 

afternoon, the Finance Committee is 
kicking off this debate. I will have 
some remarks, and then the distin-
guished chairman of the committee, 
Senator GRASSLEY, will have some re-
marks, and Senator BROWN, who has 
played such a key role in the enforce-
ment issues, will follow. 

I am glad we are getting on this de-
bate. There is a lot to say about this 
topic, and I want to talk first about 
how the new NAFTA got to this point. 

In the 2016 Presidential campaign, 
then-candidate Trump said he was 
going to pull the United States out of 
NAFTA. He said it was ‘‘the worst 
trade deal maybe ever signed any-
where, but certainly ever signed in this 
country.’’ 

As President, Donald Trump went in 
a different direction. After negotiating 
with Canada and Mexico, the Trump 
administration announced a deal in 
2018 that actually doubled down on sev-
eral key mistakes of the original 
NAFTA. The new NAFTA the Trump 
administration came up with was way, 
way too weak on enforcement of the 
trade laws. Here in the Senate, we 
Democrats said it wasn’t good 
enough—not even close—to get through 
the Congress. So we got down to work 
and we fixed it. 

The bill we will be considering is the 
end product of all that work. This leg-
islation is now the first real measure of 
certainty and predictability on the cru-
cial issue of trade which American 
workers, our businesses, and families 
have. It is the first real measure of cer-
tainty and predictability since the be-
ginning of the Trump administration. 

It now has the strongest trade en-
forcement system ever written into a 
trade agreement. There are significant 
new resources put into protecting 
American workers. Unfortunately, 
there has been an effort by a few on the 
other side to strip the crucial enforce-
ment resources for enforcing the rights 
of workers and protecting the environ-
ment. It is masquerading under a whole 
lot of procedural lingo, but it is really 
a trojan horse to go back to business as 
usual with weak enforcement of trade 
laws that doesn’t get the job done. 

Over the last week—and I see the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee 
here—these procedural gimmicks have 
been opposed by the chairman and my-
self. I want to thank the chairman this 
afternoon for doing so. For decades, 
there has been a lot of happy talk in 
Washington about enforcing trade 
laws, but the government just moved 
too slowly and did too little to protect 
American workers when trade cheats 
came after their jobs. Workers and 
businesses were forced to wait for years 
for the government to crack down on 
the rip-off artists, and so often it was 
too late. Workers were laid off, fac-
tories were shuttered, and commu-
nities were left without a beating eco-
nomic heart. 

The original NAFTA was a part of 
the problem. It made strong enforce-

ment almost impossible and was par-
ticularly a problem with labor rights in 
Mexico. The same government that al-
lowed corporations to undercut Amer-
ican jobs by paying rock bottom wages 
and abusing rights in Mexico had the 
power to actually block our country 
from fighting back for the workers. So 
it was a head-scratcher when the 
Trump administration proposed essen-
tially a new NAFTA that kept the old 
NAFTA enforcement system. It ought 
to have been the first part of the origi-
nal NAFTA that they threw in the 
trash can, but, sure enough, in 2018, the 
Trump administration agreed to lan-
guage on trade enforcement that really 
did not enforce anything. 

So Senator BROWN, who has fought 
for years for tough trade law enforce-
ment, said: We are going to get to-
gether, and we are going to change 
this. We put together a proposal that 
makes the U.S. enforcement system 
faster, tougher, and directly responsive 
to American workers and businesses 
that are targeted by the trade cheats. 
Our approach puts trade enforcement 
boots on the ground to identify when 
factories in Mexico break the labor 
standards we should insist on. It will 
be a lot easier to penalize the violators 
and protect the jobs they threaten to 
undercut. Senator BROWN and I worked 
with our colleagues, Democratic col-
leagues on the Finance Committee, but 
we talked to plenty of Republicans as 
well. We took our ideas to the House 
leadership. We got their input and sup-
port. We told the Trump administra-
tion that tough enforcement with what 
has come to be known as the Brown- 
Wyden proposal was going to be a pre-
requisite to getting the new NAFTA 
through Congress. As I said, I think 
this is the toughest labor enforcement 
measure that our country has seen, and 
that is a big reason why the AFL–CIO 
has endorsed the bill. 

When you combine this all-in ap-
proach to enforcement with significant 
new standards on labor and environ-
mental protection, you also get the 
benefit of beginning to stop the race to 
the bottom. You raise other countries 
to the standards set by our country in-
stead of forcing American workers to 
compete in a game that is rigged 
against them. 

These have been core Democratic 
trade policies for a long time. Commit-
ments on labor and the environment 
weren’t a part of the original NAFTA. 
Those issues were just pushed aside 
into what was essentially called a side 
letter. They were the trade policy 
equivalent of a pinky swear and about 
as easy to enforce. Now they are going 
to be at the heart of the agreement. 
The United States will have more 
power than ever to hold Mexico and 
Canada to the commitments made in 
this legislation. 

On technology and digital trade, 
something that I put an enormous 
amount of my time into, the new 
NAFTA redefines what trade policy 
will be about. Digital trade wasn’t even 
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a part of the original NAFTA because, 
by and large, it didn’t exist. 
Smartphones were science fiction. The 
internet was still years away. 

Senator GRASSLEY has heard me say 
this many times. The internet was 
years away from becoming the shipping 
lane of the 21st century. The problem 
has been that our trade laws were still 
stuck in the Betamax mindset. 

Technology and digital trade are ob-
viously at the core of a modern econ-
omy. They account for millions of 
good-paying jobs. They are woven into 
every major American industry you 
can think of—healthcare, education, 
manufacturing, agriculture, and the 
list goes on. So when the United States 
fights for strong rules on digital trade, 
it is fighting to protect ‘‘red, white, 
and blue’’ jobs. 

That is why the new NAFTA helps to 
protect our intellectual property and 
prevent shakedowns of American busi-
nesses for their valuable ideas. It also 
includes something that I felt very 
strongly about, and that is it estab-
lished U.S. law that protects small 
technology entrepreneurs that want to 
build successful lasting businesses in a 
field that is now dominated by just a 
few Goliaths. 

It is long past time for the United 
States to bring its trade policy into the 
modern digital world. Getting smart 
digital trade laws on the books is not 
just about boosting exports. What the 
internet looks like in 10, 20, or 50 years 
is going to be an open question. Will it 
be an open venue for communication 
among people around the world or will 
more governments follow the lead of 
China, Russia, Turkey, and Iran, be-
cause what they are talking about 
could fracture the internet around na-
tional borders. Will the internet be a 
platform for free speech or will Chinese 
officials and corporations find new 
ways to reach across the ocean and 
trample on the rights of the American 
people? 

These are just a few of the important 
questions the United States will have 
to confront when it comes to tech-
nology. 

In my view, locking in digital trade 
rules that protect our jobs and promote 
free speech and commerce online is a 
good place to start. Labor rights, envi-
ronmental protection, rules on tech-
nology and digital trade, and aggres-
sive enforcement to protect American 
workers are all areas where there has 
been significant improvement in the 
new NAFTA. I call this ‘‘trade done 
right.’’ 

My State, along with Senator GRASS-
LEY’s State, is so dependent on trade. 
One out of four jobs in Oregon revolves 
around international trade. They often 
pay better than do the non-trade jobs 
because they have a higher value-added 
component. Most of them are small 
businesses, and they export. Agri-
culture is a big part of our economy. 
The new NAFTA will put more of our 
wine on shelves outside the United 
States. It will increase dairy exports. 

It will end unfair practices that dis-
criminate against American-grown 
wheat. 

Oregon companies that sell services 
like apps and engineering plans to cus-
tomers overseas will have new protec-
tions under the digital trade rules. It 
will help our manufacturers because 
the new NAFTA raises the bar and in-
cludes those protections on labor 
rights I have described. 

There are a lot of Members to thank 
who pitched in. We are going to hear 
from a number of them on the floor, 
and I am going to thank them before 
we wrap up. 

I will close with this. The last few 
years have delivered one trade gut 
punch after another to our farmers, our 
shippers, our manufacturers, and our 
exporters. The administration has driv-
en away traditional economic allies. A 
lot of manufacturers are hurting. Farm 
bankruptcies have surged. Foreign 
markets are more closed off—many of 
them to American exports—than they 
were before the Trump administration 
began. With this legislation we have an 
opportunity to begin—and I want to 
underline that, to begin—to change 
that. 

I particularly want to thank Senator 
BROWN for his laser focus and leader-
ship on the issue of enforcement. I 
think Senator CANTWELL, who will 
speak on this issue soon, has done a 
particularly good job about trying to 
build an infrastructure for enforcing 
our trade laws. I think it is only appro-
priate to have a special Senate shout- 
out for Ambassador Lighthizer, who 
has been straight with members of our 
committee. I know the chairman will 
speak on that next. I call him the hard-
est working man in the trade agree-
ment debate. 

I support this bill. I hope my col-
leagues will do it. I know the chairman 
will have remarks, and Senator BROWN 
will be here. Other colleagues will be 
here. I know Chairman GRASSLEY is 
glad we are getting at this. I share his 
views. 

We have plenty to do on healthcare 
and other issues, and we look forward 
to working with him. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

President pro tempore is recognized. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, be-

fore I start my remarks, I think it is 
important for all Senators to know 
that when there were negotiations 
going on between the White House and 
the Democrats in the House of Rep-
resentatives, one of the real sticking 
points was enforcement. I think every-
body expects a trade agreement to be 
enforced, but a lot more had to be done 
than what was originally agreed to 
when the agreement was signed. 

I want to recognize Senator WYDEN 
and Senator BROWN because months be-
fore, maybe even years before—I don’t 
want to take away from how hard they 
were working on some ways of improv-
ing enforcement—but at least they had 
an idea out there that was salable to 

both sides. I don’t know whether it was 
100 percent or 90 percent or 80 percent 
that was incorporated in this bill, but 
their laying the groundwork was the 
basis for getting an agreement between 
the White House and the House of Rep-
resentatives so we could move this to 
the point where the Senate is going to 
pass it tomorrow, I hope. So I thank 
Senator WYDEN and Senator BROWN, 
who is not here, but maybe you can tell 
him I said thank you. 

Mr. WYDEN. I will. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. It is said that good 

things come to those who wait. Others 
say it is better late than never. Either 
way, we can agree that this day has 
been a long time coming. 

With the passage of the United 
States-Mexico-Canada Agreement by 
what will be an overwhelming margin 
here in the U.S. Senate, America’s 
economy will continue to thrive and 
drive prosperity for hard-working 
American farmers, workers, and tax-
payers all across our economy. 

You have heard the old saying: ‘‘A 
rising tide lifts all boats.’’ The new 
NAFTA, the bill that we are working 
on, puts a bigger oar in the water for 
our trilateral trade relationship with 
our northern and southern neighbors. 
It is important to point out that we 
wouldn’t be here without the bold lead-
ership and the determination of Presi-
dent Trump. The President is doing ex-
actly what he said he would do. 

So many people running for Presi-
dent run on a platform, but they don’t 
stand on that platform. He ran on a 
platform of doing something about 
what he considered were bad trade 
agreements, and, of course, he is stand-
ing on that platform. 

Undaunted by those who set to throw 
him out of office since day one, Presi-
dent Trump forged ahead for the good 
of the American people. He forged 
ahead to update and improve NAFTA 
for Americans. We heard, during the 
campaign, that it was the President’s 
opinion that it is the worst agreement 
that has ever been made. I might not 
agree with the extreme of that, but I 
do know, as Senator WYDEN has point-
ed out, that there were a lot of things 
that weren’t even negotiable 30 years 
ago when we first sought NAFTA, and 
at least an updating needed to be done. 

The President has done more than 
update. As the President promised dur-
ing his campaign, at the end of the day, 
President Trump successfully steered 
that final trade pact into the 21st cen-
tury. He did so with a tireless and te-
nacious team of advisers, especially 
the leadership of the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative, Bob Lighthizer. Senator 
WYDEN just gave more adjectives to 
Bob Lighthizer’s work, and I associate 
myself with the remarks and the de-
scription that Senator WYDEN gave to 
Bob Lighthizer’s heavy lift to get this 
job done because Bob Lighthizer 
worked in good faith to broker and 
fine-tune the USMCA. 

Mr. Lighthizer built a strong and 
sweeping coalition to strengthen and 
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expand markets for U.S. agriculture, 
manufacturing, and service exports. 
Mr. Lighthizer built a broad and sweep-
ing coalition to improve labor and en-
vironmental protections in a balanced 
fashion, and Mr. Lighthizer built a 
broad and sweeping coalition that will 
end up growing wages for our workers. 
He ensured that all of this would be 
subject to strong enforcement, which is 
the bedrock of any good trade agree-
ment, and it is in that enforcement 
that he took good ideas from Wyden 
and Brown. 

Unfortunately, these efforts that I 
just described to you became entangled 
in a time-wasting partisan roadblock 
from the House of Representatives. It 
is unfortunate for the American people, 
especially our farmers, ranchers, and 
workers, that public policymaking 
took a back seat to a partisan obses-
sion of impeaching the 45th President. 
That is a shame. 

The President is upholding his prom-
ise to put America and Americans first. 
His message resonates with tens of mil-
lions of Americans who want to restore 
the American dream for their children 
and grandchildren. These Americans 
want the next generation to have the 
same opportunity to lay claim to the 
American dream that nine generations 
before, going back to the Colonies, 
have built upon so that each genera-
tion can live better than the preceding 
generation. 

That American dream is that if you 
work hard and play by the rules, you 
can earn a good living, get ahead, and 
stay ahead. A big plank in President 
Trump’s platform is fixing broken 
trade agreements. USMCA is not the 
first of it because he has worked with 
Japan, and he has worked with Korea, 
and today we saw the signing of phase 
one of the Chinese agreement, so he is 
making great progress. 

The President is determined to stop 
America’s farmers and manufacturers 
and workers and consumers from being 
taken for a ride. When it comes to un-
fair trade agreements, we are finding 
out now that the buck stops with 
President Trump. I am not sure, 3 
years ago, I would have said that, but 
I think after 3 years and USMCA, the 
Chinese agreement, the Korean agree-
ment, the Japanese agreement, and 
some other things he has done in trade, 
he ought to wake everybody up that 
what he ran on in his platform he has 
carried out. 

With NAFTA, when it took effect 26 
years ago this month, the digital econ-
omy and the commercialization of the 
internet didn’t even exist. The USMCA 
creates the first U.S. free trade agree-
ment with a digital trade chapter. 
These important measures will help 
the $1.3 trillion U.S. digital economy to 
flourish and grow faster. It improves 
efforts to stop importers of counterfeit 
goods from ripping off consumers, pro-
ducers, and content creators. It pro-
vides for copyright and patent protec-
tions to uphold trade secrets and to se-
cure data rights so that American inge-

nuity and innovation will drive eco-
nomic growth, create jobs, drive up 
consumer choices, and drive down 
prices for goods and services our con-
sumers need. 

The USMCA levels the playing field 
for the U.S. auto industry by encour-
aging companies to use more North 
American content and higher wage 
labor. USMCA also fixes enforcement 
flaws that hog-tied NAFTA from keep-
ing everyone accountable to their com-
mitments. 

Speaking of hogs, the new NAFTA is 
good news for American farmers and 
ranchers. My State of Iowa happens to 
benefit from this to a great extent be-
cause my State is the Nation’s No. 1 
pork producer. In 2018, Canada and 
Mexico bought more than 40 percent of 
U.S. pork exports. These exports sup-
port 16,000 U.S. jobs. 

USMCA preserves critical, duty-free 
access to Mexico and Canada. It re-
moves unfair restrictions on U.S. farm 
and food products. For the first time 
ever, U.S. eggs and dairy exports will 
be sold in Canada. This is very good 
news. It means an additional $227 mil-
lion for dairy exports to Canada and 
$50.6 million of exports into Mexico. 
My home State of Iowa also is the No. 
1 egg producer in the country. USMCA 
will increase U.S. exports of poultry 
and eggs to Canada by $207 million. It 
also addresses restrictions that kept 
U.S. wheat and wine out of Canada. 

I thank the former Iowa Governor 
and previous Agriculture Secretary, 
Tom Vilsack, because, as the leading 
Democrat in the State of Iowa, he set 
aside partisan motives embraced by 
other Members of his party to work to-
gether with Senator ERNST, Governor 
Kim Reynolds, and me to champion 
USMCA. 

According to the U.S. International 
Trade Commission, the USMCA will 
raise real GDP by more than $68 bil-
lion, and USMCA will create nearly 
176,000 jobs. So, all told, the trade pact 
is forecast to boost farm and food ex-
ports by at least $2.2 billion. Consid-
ering the slump in the farm economy, 
it is really shameful that passage of 
the USMCA was stalled for over a year 
and nearly derailed by a partisan agen-
da, including the impeachment. 

Under the Trump economy, the 
United States is enjoying the longest 
economic expansion in U.S. history. 
Ratification of the USMCA will help 
America’s economic engine fire on all 
cylinders and refuel prosperity in rural 
America. 

If you remember, I mentioned at the 
beginning of my remarks that passage 
of the USMCA is better late than 
never, and while I am looking forward, 
I also take this opportunity to call on 
Canada to quickly ratify the agree-
ment. Now that Mexico has ratified 
and the United States will soon be done 
with our ratification, all eyes will be 
on Canada to get the job done quickly 
so that we can all work together to im-
plement this agreement. I don’t have 
any doubt that Canada is going to do 

that because I had opportunities ear-
lier last year, several times, to visit 
with the Canadian Foreign Minister, 
and she was very certain that they 
would be passing this. 

Let’s not delay the people’s business 
on other important matters before us, 
such as drug pricing and retirement 
and pension legislation that would pro-
vide peace of mind for Americans for 
their healthcare and financial security. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

BLACKBURN). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, to-
morrow I will do something I have 
never done in my time in the House 
and Senate. I will vote for a trade 
agreement for the first time in my ca-
reer. I am voting for that trade agree-
ment because of the work my colleague 
from Oregon Senator WYDEN and I did 
to fix President Trump’s deal and se-
cure new protections for American 
workers for the first time ever, in spite 
of the President’s intransigence, in 
spite of the President’s lining up, as he 
always does, with corporate interests. 

Our trade agreement, for the first 
time ever—ever—put workers at the 
center of this agreement. Every trade 
agreement I have seen in my time in 
Congress—the North American Free 
Trade Agreement, the Central America 
Free Trade Agreement, the trade 
agreements with Colombia, South 
Korea, and Panama, the permanent 
normal trade relation with China—one 
after another, every one of these trade 
agreements, every one of these trade 
actions were written fundamentally in 
secret by corporate interests to serve 
corporate interests. Workers were 
never at the center of these trade 
agreements. 

One of my proudest votes in the 
House was against the North American 
Free Trade Agreement. I have voted no 
ever since. Again, it is because all of 
these trade agreements were written 
by corporations to maximize profits 
and compensation for executives and to 
enrich stockholders, always at the ex-
pense of workers and at the expense of 
communities like Mansfield, Ports-
mouth, Toledo, and Youngstown, OH. 

I was talking to a friend of mine in 
Trumbull County, former Senator 
Cafaro. She knows what has happened 
with these trade agreements. We all 
know how they undermine commu-
nities and hurt workers, always, again, 
because these trade agreements were 
written by corporations in secret. 

We have watched the spread of the 
corporate business model because of 
NAFTA and these trade agreements 
and because of the Trump tax policies, 
where you pay a lower tax rate if you 
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move overseas than you pay in the 
United States, and in spite of, in those 
days, Ranking Member WYDEN’s efforts 
to stop those kinds of tax breaks that 
go to the richest people in the country. 

With those business models, you shut 
down production in Lima or in Zanes-
ville or in Cleveland, OH. You get a tax 
break, you move overseas, and then 
you sell your products back in the 
United States. That has been the busi-
ness model based on our trade policy 
for years. 

Candidate Trump promised some-
thing different. He promised to renego-
tiate NAFTA. The problem is, when he 
put his agreement in front of us, it was 
the same old, same old. They were the 
same old economic policies that, again, 
put corporate interests in the center of 
this trade agreement. It was a trade 
policy that was like all of our trade 
policies in the past. 

Over and over again, this President 
has betrayed workers, from tax give-
aways to corporations, to his judges 
who put their thumbs on the scale, al-
ways supporting corporate interests 
and putting corporations over workers 
and always supporting Wall Street over 
consumers. 

As we know, down the hall, where 
Senator MCCONNELL’s office is—almost 
every day he walks down here to try to 
confirm far-right extremist judges, al-
ways young judges who do that same 
thing: put their thumb on the scales of 
justice, always supporting corporations 
over workers. 

As I said, last year, we got an initial 
draft of President Trump’s agreement. 
It was another betrayal. His first 
NAFTA draft was nowhere near the 
good deal that the President promised. 
He had negotiated, pure and simple, an-
other corporate trade deal. It meant 
nothing for workers, and it was a sell-
out to drug companies. In fact, the 
White House looks like a retreat for 
Wall Street executives, except on Tues-
days and Fridays, when the White 
House looks like a retreat for drug 
company executives. 

It took us—Senator WYDEN and 
Speaker PELOSI and unions—months 
and months and months working to-
gether to improve this deal. The Presi-
dent resisted and resisted and resisted, 
but we finally approved a deal to put 
workers at the center of our trade pol-
icy. 

We have a provision that Senator 
WYDEN and I will talk about that says 
violence against workers is a violation 
of the agreement. It might sound obvi-
ous, but it has never been in a trade 
deal before. For the first time ever, we 
spell out workers’ right to strike. 
Again, it should be obvious, but it was 
never included before. 

If the workers don’t have that right 
to strike—not something workers want 
to do very often, if ever. My wife, 
whose dad was a utility worker in the 
union for 35 years, talks about growing 
up. They went on strike twice when she 
was a kid. Workers never really recover 
from a strike, but sometimes they have 

to. It needs to be in trade agreements 
to make sure workers’ rights are pro-
tected. 

We have improved some of the 
legalese that, since the beginning, has 
been included in our trade agreements 
to make it nearly impossible to win a 
case when a country violates its labor 
commitments. 

Most importantly, we secured our 
Brown-Wyden provision that amounts 
to the strongest ever labor enforce-
ment—ever—in a U.S. trade deal. The 
provision Senator WYDEN and I wrote 
and fought for is the first improvement 
to enforcing the labor standards in our 
trade agreements since we have been 
negotiating them. 

We know why companies close fac-
tories in Ohio, in Oregon, and open 
them in Mexico. They pay lower wages, 
and they take advantage of workers 
who don’t have rights. They have 
weaker and nonexistent environmental 
laws. 

American workers can’t compete 
when companies move overseas and ex-
ploit low-wage workers. We essentially 
get a race to the bottom on wages. The 
only way to stop this is by raising 
labor standards in every country we 
buy and sell to and in every country 
with which we trade and export and 
import, raising labor standards, mak-
ing sure those standards are actually 
enforced. 

If corporations are forced to pay 
workers a living wage and treat them 
with dignity and really honor the dig-
nity of work no matter where those 
workers are located, then we take 
away the incentives to move jobs over-
seas. 

Think about this. The missions of 
companies in the United States state— 
it is sort of the business practice of 
shutting down production in Niles, OH, 
and moving it overseas. They will be 
less likely to do that if the workers 
overseas are paid decent wages. Then 
those workers will be able to buy our 
products because they are more likely 
to be in the middle class. 

That is what Brown-Wyden is all 
about. It is a completely new way of 
holding corporations accountable. A 
worker in Mexico will be able to report 
if a company violated their rights. 
Within months, we can determine 
whether workers’ rights have been vio-
lated, and we take action against that 
company. 

We apply punitive damages when 
companies cheat, break the law, stop 
workers from organizing, and if they 
keep doing it, the final strong enforce-
ment is we stop their goods from com-
ing into the United States. In essence, 
we say: OK. You are cheating. You are 
breaking the law. You are violating 
your workers’ rights. You are not going 
to have access to the U.S. market. 
That is enforcement. 

When Mexican workers have the 
power to form real unions and nego-
tiate for higher wages, it helps our 
workers. Mexican workers right now 
can be paid as little as $6.50 a day. The 

minimum wage per hour in our coun-
try—in Tennessee, Oregon, and Ohio— 
is higher than that. This is $6.50 a day. 
We have been asking American workers 
to compete with that. 

We have already heard some critics 
say Brown-Wyden will force Mexican 
wages to rise. I know a lot of CEOs who 
make $7 million, $8 million year who 
want to keep wages low in other coun-
tries. They accuse us of forcing Mexi-
can wages to rise. That is kind of the 
point. That is what we want to do be-
cause it takes away incentives for 
those CEOs—those $7 million, $8 mil-
lion, $9 million-a-year CEOs in Amer-
ica—from looking abroad to hire cheap 
labor and to exploit workers and make 
more money for themselves. 

I want to especially thank Senator 
WYDEN and his staff. Without his en-
dorsing the proposal and without his 
pushing aggressively, we would not be 
here. 

I want to be clear, though. We will be 
straight with American workers. It is 
not a perfect agreement. One trade deal 
that the Democrats fixed, over the 
President’s opposition, is not going to 
bring back auto plants like the Presi-
dent promises. 

I have real concerns that the auto 
rules of origin are much weaker than 
the administration says they are. We 
know the administration always exag-
gerates its successes and doesn’t tell 
the truth about many of the things it 
does. 

We know that this trade agreement 
was a corporate trade agreement and 
not a worker trade agreement. Now 
workers are at the center. We will be 
watching the President. He needs to 
ensure companies actually comply with 
these rules. I will demand we strength-
en them if we need to. 

One trade deal the Democrats fixed 
also will not undo the rest of President 
Trump’s economic policies. It is a pol-
icy that, as I said, put corporations 
over workers. We haven’t raised the 
minimum wage because the President 
is opposed. The President took over-
time pay away from 50,000 Ohioans by 
changing the rule on how overtime is 
paid. This deal is not going to fix all 
that. 

This USMCA is not going to stop out-
sourcing when we have President 
Trump’s tax plan that gives companies 
a tax break to send jobs overseas. 

I am going to keep fighting President 
Trump’s corporate trade policies and 
tax policy, just as we did with this 
agreement. We have more work to do 
to make our trade agreements more 
pro-worker. 

I will vote yes. As I said at the out-
set, I will vote yes for the first time 
ever on a trade agreement because, by 
including Brown-Wyden, Democrats 
have taken another corporate trade 
deal brought to us by President Trump 
and Democrats have made this agree-
ment much more pro-worker. As the 
Senator from Oregon knows, we have 
set an important precedent that 
Brown-Wyden will be included—must 
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be included—in every future trade 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to pose some ques-
tions to my colleague from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WYDEN. He has done so much 
work on these issues—not just in the 
last few months but for years and 
years. I want to thank him for his ex-
traordinary commitment to the rights 
of workers and to all these commu-
nities that, he has pointed out, essen-
tially lose their economic heartbeat by 
trade policies that cheat workers. 

I want to ask the gentleman about 
this. I have heard this, and I have 
heard this in lots of places. People have 
said: These ideas seem good, but are 
they really that consequential? 

Mr. BROWN has been at this for more 
than a quarter of a century. We have 
watched him out on the floor year after 
year after year. Let me give my cal-
culation of what this package which we 
have worked on and which he deserves 
so much credit for consists of. 

As far as I can tell—and we have 
worked on it with the staff—this is the 
fastest enforcement process by more 
than 300 percent because of what the 
Senator has done to speed up the 
timeline for protecting workers. It is 
the toughest because for the first time 
it allows our country to hit the worst 
actor the hardest by stopping rip-off 
artists at the individual factory level. 
It is the strongest because it allows us 
to hit companies that repeatedly vio-
late the law. We are able to stop the 
products of exploitive labor at the bor-
der. 

I want to ask the Senator a couple of 
questions, but I wanted to give this 
overview first. Having been at this for 
more than a quarter of a century, is 
there any trade enforcement regime 
that, in terms of those specifics, comes 
close to what that new regime would 
consist of? 

Mr. BROWN. I thank Senator WYDEN. 
I thank him for his help in putting this 
all together. 

Not even close. We have seen trade 
agreement after trade agreement that 
simply is not—even when labor stand-
ards look fairly strong, they are not 
ever really enforceable. Part of what 
we recognized—we went back and 
looked at what happened after NAFTA 
was passed, and not just what people 
promised but what happened with 
NAFTA and what happened with 
CAFTA. We have seen that, with any 
attempts at labor enforcement, the 
companies or the governments that 
don’t want to enforce labor laws find a 
way, as lawyers are very good at doing, 
of just taking forever. They slow-walk. 
So whenever you push them to do 
something, they end up staying in 
court. 

There was a Central American case 
in Guatemala, I believe, that went on 
for 7 or 8 years. You know the old say-

ing: Justice delayed is justice denied. 
You can’t really get enforcement if the 
people who have done the violation, 
who have committed the violation, 
take forever. 

So speed is one of the things. Mr. 
WYDEN mentioned at the outset how 
important that is. Another part of it is 
and one of the things we knew would 
speed it up, No. 1, and would mean that 
enforcement would work was that the 
workers would have an ability to kick 
off the investigation, to literally call a 
toll-free number. They can register 
that they have seen child labor viola-
tions; that they have seen workers at-
tacked, violence aimed against work-
ers; that they have seen wages denied 
for all kinds of illegal reasons. So 
workers can speak out and band to-
gether and go to a panel and get quick 
action. 

If a company keeps doing it—we 
found cases where a company would get 
a little slap on the wrist. They would 
do it again and get a slap on the wrist 
and then do it again. So what we did 
was we increased the penalties. The 
first time, they get fined. The fine is 
proportional to the violation, so it is 
not a huge penalty. The second time, it 
is more. The third time, we can deny 
that company NAFTA benefits if they 
sell in the United States. 

Essentially, if you break the law, if 
you attack workers, if you keep out 
the union illegally, if you deny pay to 
workers who have earned it, you are 
going to see your market dry up in the 
United States. That is the best incen-
tive to stop. We literally keep the prod-
uct out of the market, out of the 
United States, if you are a serial cheat-
er and a company that does that to its 
workers. 

Mr. WYDEN. I appreciate Mr. 
BROWN’s taking us through this. It is 
faster. It is tougher because it gets at 
the individual factory level. It is 
stronger because it stops those repeat 
offenders who come up with products 
using exploitive labor. 

I want people to know and have it 
highlighted in the RECORD that my 
take is that this, given what we have 
seen over the last 25 years, is far better 
than anything we have seen before. 

Look, the Senator and I have worked 
on a lot of enforcement efforts over the 
years. He will recall that at one point 
I chaired the Trade Subcommittee, and 
we found people tripping over them-
selves to cheat because they were mer-
chandise laundering. It was a little bit 
different from this. We set up a dummy 
website just to try to keep tabs on all 
the people who were cheating. We 
would remember—and we didn’t know 
whether to laugh or cry—that all over 
the world, people were coming forward 
to cheat. That was useful. It didn’t 
come close to the breadth of what has 
been done here. 

Let me just ask a couple more spe-
cific questions because I have heard 
lots of people in all the campaigns and 
the like talking about whether this 
was modest or really a bold set of 

changes. Now we have just walked 
through how much stronger this is 
than anything we have seen in the last 
quarter-century. 

The gentleman mentioned how work-
ers can use this hotline to enforce their 
rights. If a worker reports violations of 
their rights at a call center and the 
government believes the complaint has 
merit, my understanding is that the 
government is obligated under the law 
to send labor inspectors to that facil-
ity. Is that correct? 

Mr. BROWN. Yes. Whether it is a call 
center or an auto factory, if the viola-
tions occur and there is evidence that 
there are violations—and in many 
cases, we know about them because 
workers have spoken out—then inspec-
tors can go into those factories. 

One of the outcomes of this: We know 
corporations don’t want that kind of 
punishment. We know corporations 
don’t want to see inspectors there 
looking at their businesses because 
there have been legitimate, reasonable 
accusations of lawbreaking. So that is 
going to mean that corporations will 
probably quit breaking the law. 

Those corporations that have decided 
to move to Mexico because it is easy to 
evade labor laws and they can pay low 
wages, when they see we mean busi-
ness, when they see the USMCA—Sen-
ator WYDEN and I took an agreement 
that was another corporate trade 
agreement handed down by President 
Trump and fixed it, so it has these 
strong labor provisions. When they see 
that we mean business, that we are 
going to enforce these labor laws, and 
that we are going to pass an agreement 
that works for workers, some compa-
nies are going to think twice about 
shutting down production in Youngs-
town, Marietta, Toledo, or Dayton and 
moving overseas. That is part of the 
goal of this enforcement too. 

Mr. WYDEN. If you would, Senator 
BROWN, take us through what kinds of 
actions can be taken against a facility. 
In other words, my understanding is, if 
the labor inspectors find violations 
when they inspect it, they have a host 
of remedies. The gentleman touched on 
this in the committee, but what kinds 
of actions can be taken against that 
particular facility? 

Mr. BROWN. First let me talk for a 
second about a sector that is very im-
portant in my part of the country: the 
auto sector. If a company cheats in an 
auto facility in a Mexican community 
and we find labor violations and we 
take action against that company, the 
action is not against just that com-
pany’s facility in that community. If a 
company cheats its workers and has 
broken the law on any number of labor 
violations, that applies to any product 
that company ultimately sends in from 
any one of its factories in Mexico. It 
addresses sort of the Whac-A-Mole kind 
of attempts companies might have: 
Well, they cheat there, but they bring 
in products from somewhere else. 

We look at that in a pretty broad 
way. Fundamentally, it works this 
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way: If we find a violation, first, there 
is a fine, and the fine is essentially pro-
portionate to the violation, meaning 
that it is not as punitive. The first of-
fense is not especially punitive. The 
second and the third offense get more 
serious. For the second offense, the fine 
is much greater—beyond proportion-
ality, if you will. The third offense is 
when we step in and deny them NAFTA 
benefits, deny them access to our mar-
kets, and deny them the breaks they 
get under NAFTA at the border on the 
tariffs. So if it is a violation of labor 
law, by the third violation, the enforce-
ment and the penalties are such that 
the companies are going to quit doing 
it. 

I mean, that is the whole point. I 
don’t want to levy these fines. I want 
companies to obey the labor law that 
the Mexican Government has passed in 
their new labor law and that are under 
the NAFTA agreement. 

Mr. WYDEN. So would Senator 
BROWN be saying that if it is found that 
there were labor violations at a car fac-
tory, the penalties could apply to any 
car that might come into the United 
States from that factory throughout 
the investigation, not just going for-
ward? 

Mr. BROWN. Correct, from that fac-
tory and also from other factories 
owned by the same automaker, so that 
you can’t cheat one place and expect to 
get all your autos into the United 
States without tariffs. 

We thought a lot about this. Over the 
last 20 years, we looked at what has 
happened. We looked back over the last 
couple of decades, working with the 
very good Democratic staff of the Fi-
nance Committee and with our office, 
and found every possible example we 
could on how violations occur and how 
you stop those violations. So we built 
in a process. It is pretty complicated, 
and it took a while. 

As I said, the President handed down 
another corporate trade agreement 
that helps corporations at the expense 
of workers, and we weren’t going to let 
that happen this time. That is why the 
Trump USMCA took a long time to 
pass—because for a whole year, they 
were resistant to good labor enforce-
ment. They wanted to help their cor-
porate buddies. 

Senator WYDEN will remember that 
there was a provision in there to help 
the drug companies, a big giveaway to 
the drug companies. We said no to 
that. Speaker PELOSI said no to that. 
We stripped that out of the agreement. 
We wanted this agreement to center on 
workers—not to help the drug compa-
nies, not to help Wall Street, not to 
help and encourage those companies 
that outsource jobs. 

Mr. WYDEN. I have appreciated this 
colloquy with Senator BROWN. 

I have a couple of town meetings at 
home this weekend, working-class 
neighborhoods, where trade has been 
really important. One out of four jobs 
in my State revolves around trade, and 
those jobs often pay better than do the 

nontrade jobs. If anybody says ‘‘Well, 
Ron, do you think anything is really 
going to be accomplished with what 
you and Senator BROWN are talking 
about?’’ I am going to say that I went 
through the entire enforcement process 
in terms of the key provisions, and we 
laid out for the country and the Senate 
that you have led an effort to speed up 
by more than 300 percent the timeline 
for an enforcement action. I mean, it 
used to take years and years some-
times. You have shortened that by lit-
erally more than 300 percent. You have 
been part of an effort that is tougher 
because you can go after the individual 
factories. 

Then, finally, I think this enforce-
ment proposal gets to the heart of 
what we need to be doing because it 
means if you rip off workers, we are 
going to stop products those workers 
have produced at the border. 

My guess is, there will be a lot more 
discussion. I see we have another valu-
able colleague from the Finance Com-
mittee who has been heavily involved 
in these issues for a lot of years. But I 
want to say again that this didn’t hap-
pen by osmosis, because when we got 
that flawed bill, I think everybody 
said: Well, they will probably have 
some discussions about it, and that 
will be pretty much it. 

Mr. BROWN. I saw this when Senator 
WYDEN and I announced the success of 
getting Brown-Wyden into the bill. I 
heard from a lot of—shall we say—pro- 
Trump, pro-corporate lawmakers in 
this body, mostly on that side of the 
aisle but all over. They were pretty 
angry because they thought this was 
going to be another trade agreement— 
USMCA was going to be another trade 
agreement written by corporations, 
mostly written in secret, that will 
serve corporate interests, that will pad 
the bottom line, that will help million- 
dollar-a-year executives make multi-
million dollars a year, that will help 
their major stockholders and will ig-
nore workers. 

They were fine with that because 
that is too often what this body does. 
They found that—oh, my gosh—this 
trade agreement actually puts workers 
at the center. That was, I know, your 
goal and my goal. That is why people 
at your town meetings in Eugene and 
Portland and Bend and all over Oregon 
are going to hear from you about how 
this will help the middle class, fun-
damentally. 

I appreciate the time. 
Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I 

think this has been central to what we 
will be debating and we will be voting 
on tomorrow morning. 

I want to thank Senator BROWN. This 
bill would not have happened without 
tough trade enforcement led by Sen-
ator BROWN. This bill would not have 
happened, period, full stop. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Madam President, be-

fore the senior Democrat, the ranking 

member of the Finance Committee, 
leaves the floor and before the Senator, 
my colleague from Ohio, leaves the 
floor, I want to thank them both. We 
would not be here on this day without 
them and without their leadership— 
both of them. 

When SHERROD BROWN says that he 
has never met a trade agreement he 
wanted to even think about sup-
porting—thank you for making this 
one that virtually all of us can support. 
My highest regards. 

UNITED STATES-MEXICO-CANADA TRADE 
AGREEMENT 

Madam President, I have a speech 
here that starts off with ‘‘Mr. Presi-
dent’’ over and over again, but I am 
going to say ‘‘Madam President.’’ I rise 
today to discuss the new treaty to re-
place the North American Free Trade 
Agreement, affectionately known as 
NAFTA. 

Last week, those of us who serve on 
the Finance Committee had an oppor-
tunity to evaluate the new NAFTA. In 
fact, about a half dozen or so commit-
tees have been given different jurisdic-
tions to do that, with respect to this 
trade agreement. 

As you know, trade deals are often 
dense agreements that have hundreds 
of provisions relating to any number of 
issues. Ultimately, trade agreements 
and trade legislation move through the 
Senate Finance Committee. We just 
heard from two of our senior members. 

As another senior member of that 
committee for many years now, I have 
considered many trade bills and looked 
at what impact those bills would have 
on American consumers, producers, 
manufacturers, farmers, and busi-
nesses—citizens. After all, our econ-
omy depends on making sure that 
other countries can sell to us and that 
we can sell to other countries, espe-
cially close allies like Canada to our 
north and Mexico to our south. 

Following years of uncertainty, 
thanks to the President’s haphazard 
trade wars, I believe this agreement 
will provide a measure of certainty for 
those who help drive our economy. Pro-
visions included in the new NAFTA 
will help in our State, on the Delmarva 
Peninsula, our poultry producers gain 
better access to Canadian markets. It 
is not just important to Delaware; it is 
important to Delaware, Maryland, Vir-
ginia, and other places where they 
raise chickens. 

Further, the new trade deal increases 
market access for dairy farmers in 
Delaware, and those across the coun-
try, to sell their milk products—prod-
ucts like powdered milk—to Canada. 
The International Trade Commission 
estimates that this will allow for an 
additional $315 million in exports annu-
ally. That is a $315 million increase in 
exports just under the milk side, the 
dairy side, in sales to Canada every 
year. 

When we evaluate the new NAFTA as 
what it is—a trade deal—I believe that 
it makes significant improvements on 
past trade agreements, including the 
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original NAFTA. New NAFTA adds 
stronger language to ensure that the 
obligations to all three counties under 
multilateral environmental agree-
ments, including the Kigali Amend-
ment to the Montreal Protocol, can be 
fully enforced. I will come back and 
talk more about that in a short while. 

Thanks primarily to Democrats, 
though, it is no longer the case that 
the failure of one NAFTA country to 
ratify an environmental agreement can 
be used to prevent the others from 
being held accountable for failing to 
honor their obligations. New NAFTA 
also includes new provisions that have 
never been included in trade agree-
ments before. 

Environmental violations will now be 
treated as trade violations, so when the 
United States does bring cases under 
the new NAFTA’s environmental obli-
gations, those cases will be easier to 
win going forward. 

This agreement also includes signifi-
cant new wins for coastal States, in-
cluding binding provisions around over-
fishing, around conservation of marine 
species, and marine debris. When we 
talk about marine debris, just keep 
this in mind: There is, floating out in 
the oceans of the world, something 
called the Great Pacific Garbage 
Patch. It is largely plastics. It is twice 
the size of Texas—not twice the size of 
Delaware, not twice the size of Mary-
land; it is twice the size of Texas. 

In addition to the $88 million for en-
vironmental monitoring, cooperation 
and enforcement, the new NAFTA cre-
ates an enforcement mechanism that 
gives environmental stakeholders an 
expanded role in enforcement matters. 
This will go a long way toward ensur-
ing that environmental violations can 
be investigated and remedied in a sub-
stantive and timely manner. 

My colleagues have heard me say be-
fore that I have a friend who, when you 
ask him how he is doing, he replies: 
Compared to what? 

Well, compared to all the previous 
trade agreements that this body has 
considered, new NAFTA and its imple-
menting legislation have the strongest 
environmental enforcement provisions 
we have seen to date, period. That is 
good news, especially for a trade deal 
put forth under this administration. 

Does the new NAFTA include every-
thing that my Democratic colleagues 
and I—and some Republican col-
leagues—would have liked to see with 
regard to environmental protection? 
No, it does not. 

This new NAFTA fails to recommit 
the United States, for example, to the 
Paris accord. It fails to ratify the 
Kigali amendment that I mentioned 
earlier to the Montreal protocol, which 
could bring the global community to-
gether to reduce the use of something 
called HFCs, hydrofluorocarbons, found 
in products like air conditioners and 
freezers, and prevent, by the use of 
those follow-on products to HFCs, up 
to a half-degree Celsius increase in 
global warming by the end of this cen-

tury, just for doing this one thing—one 
thing. 

Like so many of the Trump adminis-
tration’s proposals, the new NAFTA 
fails to even mention the words ‘‘cli-
mate change.’’ This trade agreement 
does add important tools and resources 
that were primarily negotiated by 
Democrats to strengthen the deal, hold 
the administration accountable to en-
force NAFTA countries’ obligations, 
and help ensure that those who break 
the rules are actually held account-
able. 

As the senior top Democrat on the 
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee in the Senate, I am especially 
aware of the extreme and destructive 
environmental policies put forth by the 
current administration. 

Week after week, I have helped to 
lead the fight against some reckless 
rollbacks, too many unbelievably un-
qualified candidates, and their relent-
less attempts to chip away at our Na-
tion’s bedrock environmental protec-
tions. We know what to expect from 
this administration when it comes to 
environmental policies. 

As a result, I know that the environ-
mental provisions in new NAFTA— 
thanks to the hard work from Demo-
crats in both the House and the Senate, 
and some Republicans too—are far 
stronger than where we started. It is 
certainly not perfect, and we can, and 
we must, do more going forward. But it 
is better than we have ever done be-
fore, and that must be recognized. 

I want to pause for a moment to 
thank Ambassador Robert Lighthizer 
and his staff—the Trade Ambassador, 
Trade Rep’s office—for their hard work 
and their willingness to engage with 
my colleagues and with me. It has been 
an extraordinary outreach, great re-
sponsiveness. I just want to say thank 
you to the Ambassador and to his 
team. It reminds me of what we had 
with Michael Froman when he was the 
Trade Rep in the last administration. 

Let me end it with this, if I could: 
While it is good news that we were able 
to reach an agreement on the new 
NAFTA, I want to caution my col-
leagues that the uncertainty caused by 
President Trump’s haphazard approach 
to trade is far from over. President 
Trump’s multifront trade war with our 
allies and our trading partners is ap-
proaching 2 years now. That is 2 years 
of American farmers, American manu-
facturers, retailers, and small busi-
nesses experiencing increased costs 
from President Trump’s tariffs while 
simultaneously being locked out of 
overseas markets due to retaliatory 
tariffs. 

That is 2 years of uncertainty and 
disruption for American business that 
have had to put investments and hiring 
decisions on hold and 2 years of uncer-
tainty for the American workers who 
are not sure if their jobs will continue 
to exist as trade wars drag on. 

Where has that gotten us? A limited 
trade agreement with Japan, which 
may be better than nothing, but it is 

largely an attempt to cover up some of 
the negative effects that withdrawal 
from the transpacific trade partner-
ship, TPP, has had on our economy and 
our global competitors. 

For those who don’t remember, TPP, 
Trans-Pacific Partnership, as you will 
recall, negotiated in the last adminis-
tration, was a 12-nation trading bloc, 
negotiated primarily by the U.S. Trade 
Representative, Michael Froman, and 
his staff. That included 40 percent of 
the world’s economy in one trading 
bloc, 12 nations. Guess who led it: We 
did. Guess who was excluded: China, for 
the bad behavior they sometimes fol-
low. On the outside, they were looking 
in. And somehow we walked away from 
that. What we have come up with in its 
place is something that is, in my view, 
not nearly as bold and, unfortunately, 
not the path we have taken. 

I am still reviewing the text of the 
‘‘phase one’’—I will put that in 
quotes—China trade deal that was 
signed, I think, today. But from what I 
have seen, the agreement falls far short 
of the structural reforms to China’s 
planned economy that President 
Trump has ‘‘trumpeted’’ for some time. 
As best as I can tell, the structural re-
forms in China’s economy did not make 
the final cut. 

As we enter this new year and a new 
decade, I sincerely hope our President 
will rethink what many believe are 
senseless approaches to trade and re-
turn to a multilateral approach—much 
as we had on the Trans-Pacific Part-
nership—where the United States 
works with our allies and trading part-
ners to constructively write the global 
rules of trade. 

With that, I see one of my colleagues, 
also from Ohio, rising to address a wel-
coming audience. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio. 
Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I 

appreciate my colleague from Delaware 
and his comments on trade. 

I ask unanimous consent that my 
colleague from Ohio, SHERROD BROWN, 
be permitted to address the Chamber 
for a brief tribute following my re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PORTMAN. I am on the floor 
today to talk about international 
trade. What a week it has been. In the 
same few days, we are seeing the cul-
mination of nearly 3 years of effort by 
this administration to deliver wins for 
American workers, for businesses, for 
farmers, and for consumers with regard 
to our three biggest trading partners, 
China, Canada, and Mexico. 

This is a big week. While the media is 
focused on impeachment—and I can say 
that because as I walked in that is all 
the reporters wanted to talk about— 
here we are on the floor talking about 
something that directly affects the 
constituents we represent. I think it is 
very positive in all three areas—China, 
Canada, and Mexico. In a way, it is like 
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the World Series and the Super Bowl of 
trade all in the same week because 
these are big agreements that make a 
big difference. 

The U.S.-Mexico agreement is being 
finalized, and it will be voted on tomor-
row. 

Second today is the signing of phase 
one of the China agreement, something 
many of us have been focused on over 
the past few years and wondered 
whether we would get here, and here 
we are. 

As a former trade lawyer and as a 
former U.S. Trade Representative 
under George W. Bush and as someone 
on the Trade Committee, which is the 
Finance Committee here, I follow these 
issues closely. Most significantly, I 
come from Ohio, which is a State that 
depends on trade and depends on that 
trade being fair to our workers, our 
farmers, our service providers, and our 
small businesses. We have a lot of man-
ufacturing and a lot of agriculture. In 
fact, 25 percent of our State’s factory 
workers have export jobs. One out of 
every three acres planted in Ohio is 
planted for export. Think about that. 
When you drive through our beautiful 
State and you see the corn and the soy-
beans out there in the field, one out of 
every three acres is being planted to be 
exported somewhere else. That is great 
for our farmers. It gives them markets, 
and it raises prices for their product at 
a time when they really need it. By the 
way, these trade jobs are good jobs too. 
Jobs dependent on trade pay, on aver-
age, about 16 percent more than other 
jobs, and they have better benefits. We 
like to be able to send more to the rest 
of the world. 

We have about 5 percent of the 
world’s population in this country. We 
have to be sure that with 25 percent of 
the world’s economy here and 5 percent 
of the people, that we are selling stuff 
overseas to the other 95 percent. It is 
always in our interest to open up over-
seas markets for our workers, our 
farmers, our services, and our service 
providers. While promoting those ex-
ports, we need to ensure that we are 
protecting American jobs from unfair 
trade and from imports that would un-
fairly undercut our workers and our 
farmers. 

Simply put, we want a level playing 
field. With that level playing field, 
where you get fair and reciprocal treat-
ment from other countries, we will do 
just fine. 

American workers and businesses can 
compete, and they can win if it is fair. 
That is all we are asking for. To me, 
the sweet spot is balanced trade, where 
we are able to send our exports over-
seas without high tariffs and other bar-
riers, and we are able to see imports 
coming in fairly traded into the United 
States. If we do that, we will be fine. 

The good thing about this week is 
that both of these agreements—the 
new USMCA, which replaces NAFTA, 
and this phase one of the China agree-
ment—are exactly focused on how to 
have balanced trade. At times, re-

cently, other countries have been won-
dering whether the United States was 
going to make progress on trade, to be 
frank, so this week is also important 
because the world is watching. What 
the world is seeing is that we can fulfill 
our stated interest in renegotiating 
and improving trade agreements and 
trade relationships. 

Concluding these two agreements 
proves that the United States can get 
to ‘‘yes’’ on these very big issues. We 
are able to work through our partisan 
differences here at home. We just saw 
this on the floor this afternoon where 
Democrats and Republicans alike are 
talking about their support for 
USMCA. In tough negotiations with 
our trading partners—we had some 
tough negotiations with Canada, Mex-
ico, and China—we can reach outcomes 
that benefit our country and help to 
create that more effective balance for 
American workers. 

There is, perhaps, no better example 
of this balance than USMCA. Without 
it, by the way, we go back to the status 
quo, which would be NAFTA. That is a 
25-year-old agreement that had to be 
updated. It just doesn’t reflect the re-
alities of a modern economy. Thanks 
to important measures designed to 
strengthen our economy, create jobs, 
and increase market access for Amer-
ican exports, this new USMCA will help 
level that playing field we talked 
about. 

First of all, USMCA means American 
jobs and economic growth. The inde-
pendent International Trade Commis-
sion has studied it. They have said this 
new agreement will create at least 
176,000 new jobs and will grow our econ-
omy. It also says that with regard to 
the auto industry, it will create tens of 
thousands of jobs. That is, again, very 
important to Ohio. We are a big State 
for auto production. These jobs are 
going to mean a lot to workers in my 
State. 

Part of the way it is going to create 
jobs is by leveling the playing field 
with enforceable labor standards. We 
just heard about this from the Senator 
from Oregon and the Senator from 
Ohio, about how this agreement has 
new enforceable standards with regard 
to labor. 

It also, though, has higher content 
requirements for U.S.-made steel and 
auto parts. This is important. I will 
give you an example. USMCA requires 
that 70 percent of the steel and 75 per-
cent of overall content in USMCA-com-
pliant vehicles come from USMCA 
countries. In other words, other coun-
tries can’t come in and take advantage 
of the lower tariffs that we are pro-
viding under USMCA by adding too 
much to the content of those vehicles. 
The 75-percent overall content require-
ment is up from 62.5 percent in NAFTA. 
That makes that 75 percent the highest 
percentage of any trade agreement we 
have. It means more jobs in the United 
States, in particular, and fewer im-
ports from countries like China, coun-
tries like Germany, countries like 

Japan that otherwise would come in 
and take advantage of this. 

Some have criticized these content 
provisions as being somehow protec-
tionist. I disagree. We are saying to 
these countries that if you want freer 
trade with us, enter into a trade agree-
ment, lower your barriers, and give us 
access to your markets as we are giv-
ing Mexico and Canada access to our 
markets. That is what a trade agree-
ment is all about. If you don’t want to 
do that, you shouldn’t be able to free 
ride on our USMCA. I think this makes 
sense. Why should Japan or China or 
Germany be a free rider on our agree-
ment with Canada and Mexico? 

This will incentivize good jobs in 
America, but it also incentivizes these 
other countries to enter into trade 
agreements with us. They can see that 
if you do an agreement with the United 
States, it is balanced and fair. You will 
have some benefit as well. The Inter-
national Trade Commission expects 
that USMC will grow our economy by 
double the gross domestic product of 
that projected to be increased under 
what is called the Trans-Pacific Part-
nership. I tell you that because TPP, 
Trans-Pacific Partnership, is one that 
Members on the other side of the aisle 
have talked about as being such a great 
agreement. This grows the economy by 
more than double based on the ITPF 
estimate. Again, this is a big deal. 

USMCA also means important new 
rules of the road for online sales. So 
much of our commerce today takes 
place over the internet, but there is 
nothing to protect it or promote it in 
NAFTA. Because it was done 25 years 
ago when there was hardly any inter-
net business, it doesn’t have any pro-
tection. 

This USMCA was written to fix that. 
It does. It prohibits data localization 
requirements by banning tariffs on 
data online and by raising the de mini-
mis level on customs duties for sales to 
Mexico and Canada. This means they 
can’t require the servers to be in Can-
ada or Mexico, as an example, for our 
digital economy here in the United 
States, which is one of our great ad-
vantages. For a lot of small companies 
in Ohio and around the country and for 
startups that do business online and 
rely on smaller shipments, this is very 
important. The relief from the customs 
burdens and also the data localization 
requirements and the inability for 
other countries to put tariffs on data is 
really important. This is great for us 
as a country. 

The third thing I want to mention is 
that American farmers are going to see 
unprecedented levels of access to new 
markets in Canada and Mexico under 
USMCA. Between bad weather, low 
prices even going into the bad weather, 
and the tariffs that were in place to get 
to this agreement with China, in par-
ticular, farmers have been hit pretty 
hard. So this is the light at the end of 
the tunnel. This gives them a chance, 
under USMCA, to get some new mar-
kets. That is why nearly 1,000 farm 
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groups around the country have an-
nounced publicly that they strongly 
support this agreement. 

A lot of politicians and pundits have 
their views on who won the negotia-
tions over USMCA that we will vote on 
here tomorrow on the floor. You can go 
back and forth on that, but in my view, 
thanks to the hard work of U.S. Trade 
Representative Robert Lighthizer and 
thanks to President Trump pushing on 
this, the winner here is the American 
people. That is who I think benefits the 
most. They are going to benefit from a 
new, more modernized trade agreement 
that will replace an agreement that 
has shown its age with unenforceable 
labor and environmental standards, 
nonexistent digital economy provi-
sions, and outdated rules of origin pro-
visions that allow more automobiles 
and more auto parts to be manufac-
tured overseas rather than being manu-
factured here in the United States. 

I think the American people benefit. 
We all benefit. I am glad we are going 
to finally have a chance to vote on this 
landmark trade agreement. I urge that 
tomorrow we pass it on a bipartisan 
basis, and I think we will. Getting this 
to the finish line is a significant 
achievement but to also do it signing 
onto the phase one agreement with 
China today is really incredible. 

Again, it has been a strong week. I 
want to congratulate Bob Lighthizer, 
the Trade Rep, President Trump, and 
others who worked to bring this win to 
the finish line. 

When I was U.S. Trade Rep for 
George W. Bush, we conducted the 
first-ever economic relationship review 
with China. We issued a report, and it 
concluded that our trade relationship 
with China lacked equity, durability, 
and balance. Well, 13 years later, China 
still doesn’t play by the rules. So much 
of that continues. One reason the trade 
deficit with China is going to be the 
largest in the world is because of that. 
In 2018, we sent China about $180 billion 
in exports, and they sent us about $560 
billion in exports. That means we had a 
resulting trade deficit of about $380 bil-
lion—the biggest trade deficit in the 
history of the world. That is a problem, 
but it is more than just the trade def-
icit. That isn’t the only way to meas-
ure trade. 

Beijing routinely uses subsidies, 
state-owned enterprises, and a lack of 
transparency by government control 
on their own economy in order to sur-
pass the United States as the world’s 
economic and innovation leader. Chi-
na’s current policies undercut critical 
commitments China made, both to the 
WTO, the World Trade Organization, 
and to us and other countries—agree-
ments that they would open up their 
market, protect intellectual property 
rights, adhere to international recog-
nized labor rights, and meet its WTO 
commitments on unfair trade practices 
such as subsidies, which they provide. 

I encourage you to read the U.S. 
Trade Representative’s section 301 re-
port on China. That is its basis for this 

phase one agreement and the basis for 
the administration putting those high-
er tariffs in place on Chinese products 
over the past couple of years. The re-
port notes that in 2016, the multilat-
eral Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development, OECD, 
ranked China the fourth most restric-
tive investment climate in the world, 
despite them being the second largest 
economy in the world. Based on this 
OECD report, China’s investment cli-
mate is nearly four times more restric-
tive than that of the United States. 
That is why we needed to take some 
action and have a negotiation with 
China to come up with something that 
was mutually beneficial. 

I have supported these 301 actions by 
President Trump to create this more 
level playing field for American work-
ers, farmers, and business owners. The 
only significant leverage we had to be 
able to do that, by the way, was by 
controlling access to our own market 
by raising tariffs. Higher tariffs had 
collateral consequences, and we have 
seen that for our consumers and other 
countries. They have been a necessary 
evil to hold China’s feet to the fire and 
force them to the negotiating table and 
to get the result we have seen today. 

These tough measures are now pay-
ing off. Think about it in terms of what 
I said before—equity, durability, and 
balance. In the interests of a more bal-
anced relationship, phase one directly 
addresses that $380 billion trade deficit 
we talked about. China has agreed to 
increase its purchases of American 
products by at least $200 billion over 
the next 2 years, with additional in-
creases likely in the future. That is 
going to help reduce our trade deficit 
and provide some relief, particularly in 
the agricultural, manufacturing, and 
energy sectors. 

The agreement includes provisions to 
make our relationship more equitable. 
That includes new commitments on in-
tellectual property protection, new ob-
ligations on tech transfer, and a dis-
cipline on currency manipulation, 
similar to that which is in the U.S.- 
Mexico-Canada Agreement. Specifi-
cally, Beijing committed to eliminate 
pressure on U.S. companies to transfer 
their intellectual property to Chinese 
firms as a condition of doing business 
in China. This is a big deal, and it is a 
critical step in addressing the IP theft 
China has used to fuel its economic 
rise. Chinese companies aren’t forced 
to hand over their patents as a condi-
tion of doing business here in America 
and American companies shouldn’t be 
forced to do the same in China. 

We will also be able to keep a closer 
eye on China’s currency manipulation. 
When the Treasury Department found 
evidence of manipulation to boost Chi-
nese exports, they labeled Chinese a 
currency manipulator for the first time 
since 1994. That designation was just 
lifted because of phase 1. This new 
agreement contains new transparency 
and accountability commitments to 
ensure that American trade enforcers 

can better monitor future manipula-
tion. 

The phase 1 agreement is a first good 
step toward creating a more balanced 
and equitable relationship between our 
two countries, but our trade relation-
ship will remain durable only if we en-
force these agreements. That is why it 
is also very significant that this agree-
ment includes the option to reimpose 
tariffs should China fail to live up to 
the commitments it has made. 

Enforcement is critical. Just as the 
rest of the world is watching our suc-
cess at getting to ‘‘yes’’ on these trade 
agreements, it is also watching how ag-
gressively we are going to enforce 
these commitments. That is why it is 
imperative that the United States uti-
lize this enforcement process asser-
tively and swiftly should we find evi-
dence that China has violated its com-
mitments. Congress is watching. 

With such a big day for trade, espe-
cially only a couple of weeks into the 
new year, it would be easy to ask if 
anything else is left for the rest of the 
year. My answer is, yes, there is a lot. 
We should celebrate our accomplish-
ments tonight, but tomorrow continues 
to bring a host of challenges and oppor-
tunities to advance a bold trade agen-
da. 

Most importantly, the next step is to 
negotiate the phase 2 agreement with 
China that will address the additional 
structural issues I mentioned earlier— 
the subsidies, the state-owned enter-
prises, and the lack of transparency— 
that make doing business in China an 
uphill battle. Resolving these issues 
will be critical to ensuring that our 
two economies are playing by the same 
set of rules, not different sets of rules. 

Between the USMCA and this phase 1 
agreement, 2020 has already been a sig-
nificant year for trade, but there is 
even more progress we are set to make. 
I look forward to phase 2 negotiations 
with Japan this spring, especially re-
garding new market access for ‘‘Made 
in America’’ automobiles. I look for-
ward to potential FTA talks with Swit-
zerland and with the United Kingdom 
post-Brexit—new trade agreements to 
open up more market access. We also 
want to ensure that the extension of 
the WTO moratorium of tariffs on data 
continues, and I hope we will see re-
newed efforts at WTO reform. We need 
to address America’s longstanding fun-
damental concerns about the appellate 
body, special and differential status, 
and the decline of the WTO’s negoti-
ating function. We have lots to do. 

I hope Congress will consider new 
legislation to toughen our anti-dump-
ing and countervailing duty laws this 
year to crack down on trade cheats, 
and I hope we will pass the Trade Secu-
rity Act to return section 232 to its 
original purpose of protecting genuine 
national security threats. 

Clearly, there is a lot of work we can 
do in 2020, and I look forward to it. Yet 
we should pause today and congratu-
late the Trump administration on 
these two successes we have talked 
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about. I have long advocated for bal-
anced trade that prioritizes market 
opening and tough enforcement, and I 
believe that both the USMCA and the 
China agreement embody this philos-
ophy of balanced trade. Most impor-
tantly, I believe our country is better 
off because of it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from Ohio. 
REMEMBERING CHRIS ALLEN 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to 
honor a dedicated public servant whom 
we tragically lost last week, Chris 
Allen. 

Chris served in the Senate for nearly 
a decade, most recently on Senator 
GRASSLEY’s staff. I appreciate that 
Senator GRASSLEY happens to be pre-
siding right now as the President pro 
tem of the Senate. Chris was a leader 
in our efforts to solve the pension cri-
sis that threatens the retirement secu-
rity of more than a million Americans, 
including a number of people in the 
Galleries today. 

My staff and I got to know him well 
while working together to find a bipar-
tisan solution. He was part of what we 
consider to be a sort of pensions family 
in the Senate. We didn’t always agree, 
but Chris always understood the 
stakes. He took this crisis seriously. 
He knew it affected people’s lives in 
the most central way. He understood 
what collective bargaining was about— 
meaning, you give money up today in 
wages to protect your future. He was 
committed to finding a solution. Most 
importantly, as Senator GRASSLEY 
knows, he always treated the retirees 
with dignity, and he respected their 
work. He understood what this retire-
ment crisis meant to those families 
and the pressures they were under. 

In 2018, when we worked together 
with him and Senator GRASSLEY’s staff 
and Chairman Hatch and Senator 
PORTMAN on our bipartisan pensions 
committee, we held a field hearing in 
Columbus in order to hear directly 
from current workers, retirees, and 
small businesses. Chris came to Ohio 
for the entire field hearing. He didn’t 
have to, and a lot of staff members 
didn’t. Yet he understood how impor-
tant it was to talk to the people whose 
livelihoods were at stake in this crisis. 

Workers and retirees came from all 
over Ohio. Companies that had often 
been in business for 100 years came 
from all over the region for that hear-
ing. We had a 25,000-person rally out-
side the Ohio State Capitol. I would 
add again that a number of people in 
the Galleries today were at that rally. 
Our staff was a little nervous about 
how Chris might react when he saw 
that, for his boss had had some dis-
agreements with these folks in the best 
way to find a solution. Yet Chris just 
looked at that sea of people and said: 
‘‘That’s cool.’’ 

That empathy was a part of who he 
was. He was responsive. He was kind 
and thoughtful. He embodied the deco-
rum of what the Senate should be. He 

wasn’t interested in partisan warfare. 
At a time when too many people re-
treat to their partisan corners, that 
was not Chris Allen. That spirit of co-
operation and of mutual respect will be 
missed more than ever. He was dedi-
cated to his work. He was dedicated to 
the people whom our work affects. 

He would meet for hours and do 
whatever it took to work toward a so-
lution. The only thing he stopped for 
was his family. Chris was a devoted fa-
ther to his two daughters, Lucie and 
Sophie. Connie’s and my hearts go out 
to them and to Lynda, Chris’ wife. I 
know nothing we can say could erase 
the pain of the sudden death of a father 
and a husband so young. I hope they 
take some comfort in knowing how 
many lives, starting with Senator 
GRASSLEY’s, Chris touched. We miss 
him. We will continue to fight for a bi-
partisan solution that honors Chris’ 
memory and protects the pensions that 
American workers have earned over a 
lifetime of work. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Washington State. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague for mentioning and 
honoring Chris Allen, and our sym-
pathies to the Grassley family. Thank 
you so much for talking about the hard 
work that so many of our staff do 
around the Capitol that people don’t 
realize. While we have lost some on our 
side, too, it is important to remember 
those who give so much of their time 
and energy to make our country bet-
ter. 

H.R. 5430 
Mr. President, I rise to support the 

US-Mexico-Canada Agreement we are 
going to be voting on tomorrow, and I 
want to thank all the people who 
worked on it, including Senator GRASS-
LEY, Senator WYDEN, Senator BROWN, 
Speaker PELOSI, and many other people 
to get us a final product that I think 
we all believe should move forward. 

It is very important to me, coming 
from one of the most trade-dependent 
States, that we continue to open up 
trade markets, but I hope my col-
leagues will also realize that the world 
economy has reached a tipping point. 
Over half of the world is now either 
middle class or wealthier. So that 
means that we have more people to sell 
more U.S. products to. That means big-
ger market opportunities for U.S. man-
ufactured goods, for agriculture prod-
ucts, and a way for us to continue to 
compete in some of our most important 
industries. That is why I have always 
supported making sure that we con-
tinue to open up trade markets in a 
fair way. And for us in Washington 
State, the North American Free Trade 
Agreement was a positive move. In the 
context, prior to the NAFTA agree-
ment for Washington, in Mexico, there 
was $300 million of Washington exports. 
Now there is more than $2 billion, and 
they are our largest export market for 
Washington apples. 

Today, Canada, you can see a similar 
story. Prior to the North American 

Free Trade Agreement, our products 
into that country were roughly about 
$2 billion; today, they are more than $9 
billion. So continuing to modernize the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
is an important step for Washington 
and for our economy. The important 
aspects of this deal help us open and 
get a fair playing field for wheat, for 
making sure that digital trade con-
tinues in a fair way, and that dairy 
products are accessed into Canada in a 
fair way and that our wine industry— 
believe it or not, Canadians drink a lot 
of wine, particularly in British Colum-
bia, and they have not always given us 
fair access to that market. So it is very 
important that it will increase access 
to Washington wines into Canada, 
which is the largest market for Wash-
ington wines, buying about $10 million 
in exports a year. But as I mentioned, 
USMCA will maintain a duty-free ac-
cess for our dairy products to Mexico; 
it will certainly make sure that our 
wheat products are on a level playing 
field and continue the access to digital 
trade. 

I want to thank my colleagues Sen-
ator BROWN and Senator WYDEN and 
Speaker PELOSI and all those in the 
labor movement who worked hard with 
getting an enforcement and capacity- 
building provision in this legislation. 
But what we are doing here that I 
know of for the first time is business 
and labor coming together and saying 
‘‘we need to build the capacity within a 
country so that they can enforce trade 
agreements.’’ This is a positive step, 
not just for Mexico, but a positive step 
for what we need to do around the 
globe. I wish we could just say to every 
country, ‘‘Yes, put up the regime to en-
force these laws, and make it happen 
tomorrow, and we can help you and 
your economy.’’ But it just doesn’t 
work like that. And when you retreat 
from trade—and, trust me, I believe 
this administration has retreated from 
trade when it starts with a tariff-first 
approach. You cannot start the discus-
sion with throwing out tariffs and then 
penalizing our farmers and then think-
ing that we are going to get the door 
open. So I am all ears to hear how we 
are going to get a real agreement with 
China. 

But I thank my colleagues who did 
the hard work on this USMCA agree-
ment to make enforcement and capac-
ity building real for the first time. 
Why? Because as we look at that world 
economy outside the United States, it 
is one of the biggest economic opportu-
nities we will see. That is, we know 
how to grow things. We know how to 
make things. We should make sure we 
are opening up markets in a fair trade 
regime to those products. So I will con-
tinue to work with our colleagues here 
to make sure that that is achieved. I 
hope the President will stop the tariff- 
first approach, stop the continuation of 
the tariffs and the impacts that we are 
seeing now, and get down to continuing 
to negotiations with our being a leader 
for opening up markets. 
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The United States can’t lose shelf 

space to very, very competitive mar-
kets and then come back years later 
and try to regain it. Let’s be a world 
leader in establishing the rules for fair 
trade and pushing for provisions like 
we see in the USMCA agreement so we 
can move forward, making sure Wash-
ington products, U.S. Products, Amer-
ican-made products, get delivered to a 
growing, wealthier world. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

CHINA TRADE AGREEMENT 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I rise 

in opposition to the NAFTA 2.0 trade 
agreement negotiated by President 
Trump. 

This agreement is opposed by labor 
unions like the International Associa-
tion of Machinists and Aerospace 
Workers, as well as by the United Food 
and Commercial Workers International 
Union. It is opposed by numerous envi-
ronmental organizations, including the 
Sunrise Movement, the Sierra Club, 
Friends of the Earth, the League of 
Conservation Voters, and virtually 
every major environmental organiza-
tion in the country. Further, it is op-
posed by the National Family Farm 
Coalition, which believes it will lock in 
rules that have devastated family- 
based agriculture and expand corporate 
control over agriculture in North 
America. 

I am proud to stand with these labor 
unions, with the environmental groups, 
and family farmers against President 
Trump’s NAFTA 2.0. 

I not only voted against NAFTA in 
1993, but I marched against it. In 2000 I 
voted against permanent normal trade 
relations with China. I opposed the 
U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement and 
other trade agreements. 

The bottom line is that we need trade 
agreements in this country that work 
for workers, that work for farmers, and 
not just the CEOs of large multi-
national corporations. 

There is no doubt in my mind that we 
need to fundamentally rewrite our dis-
astrous trade agreements and create 
and protect good-paying American 
jobs, and that we need trade agree-
ments that will improve the environ-
ment and combat climate change, and 
we need trade agreements that end the 
destructive race to the bottom, where 
workers are forced to work for lower, 
lower wages. 

Unfortunately, this revised trade 
agreement with Mexico and Canada 
does none of these things. It must be 
rewritten. 

While NAFTA has led to the loss of 
nearly 1 million American jobs, this 
agreement does virtually nothing to 
stop the outsourcing of jobs to Mexico. 
Under this agreement, large multi-
national corporations will still be able 
to shut down factories in America, 
where workers are paid some $28 an 
hour, and move to Mexico, where work-
ers there are paid less than $2 an hour. 

When Donald Trump was a candidate 
for President, he promised that he 
would stop the outsourcing of Amer-
ican jobs to Mexico, China, and other 
low-wage countries. That has not hap-
pened. 

The truth is, since Trump took of-
fice, over 170,000 American jobs have 
been shipped overseas. In 2018, we had a 
recordbreaking $891 billion trade def-
icit in goods, a $419 billion trade deficit 
with China, and an $81 billion trade 
deficit with Mexico. 

In 2018, for the first time in our his-
tory, manufacturing workers began 
getting paid less than workers overall. 
It used to be that manufacturing work-
ers made really good wages compared 
to the rest of the workforce. It is not 
the case anymore. 

Today, manufacturing workers get 
$28.15 an hour, while the average work-
er makes 15 cents an hour more. Last 
month we lost 12,000 factory jobs, and 
despite Trump’s rhetoric, we are in a 
manufacturing recession. 

There is a reason why virtually every 
major environmental group is opposed 
to Trump’s NAFTA 2.0. This agreement 
does nothing to stop fossil fuel compa-
nies like ExxonMobil and Chevron from 
dumping their waste and pollution into 
Mexico and destroying the environ-
ment. In fact, it makes it easier for fos-
sil fuel companies to bring tar sands oil 
into the United States through dan-
gerous pipelines like the Keystone XL. 

This proposal does not even mention 
the word ‘‘climate change.’’ Imagine in 
the year 2020 that we have a major 
trade agreement that does not even 
mention the words ‘‘climate change,’’ 
the existential threat facing not only 
our country but the entire planet. 

This deal preserves the disastrous in-
vestor-state dispute settlement system 
for oil and gas companies, allowing 
them to continue to put corporate prof-
its ahead of our air, water, climate, 
and health. 

At this pivotal moment in American 
history, it is not good enough to tinker 
around the edges. The scientific com-
munity has been very clear. If we do 
not act boldly and aggressively to 
transform our energy system away 
from fossil fuel and into energy effi-
ciency and sustainable energy, the fu-
ture of this planet is in doubt, and 
there is no question but that the Na-
tion and planet we leave to our chil-
dren and to our grandchildren will be 
increasingly unhealthy and uninhabit-
able. 

We have a major climate crisis and 
no trade deal should be passed that 
does not address that issue. 

In my view, we need to rewrite this 
trade agreement to stop the outsourc-

ing of American jobs, to combat cli-
mate change, to protect the environ-
ment, and to stop the destructive race 
to the bottom. 

We have to stop large, profitable cor-
porations that are outsourcing Amer-
ican jobs overseas from receiving lu-
crative Federal contracts. It makes no 
sense to me that you have large cor-
porations shut down in America, go to 
cheap labor countries abroad, and then 
they get online and receive very large 
Federal contacts. We have to stop that. 

Further, we have to repeal Trump’s 
tax giveaways to the wealthy, which 
have provided huge tax breaks to com-
panies that shut down manufacturing 
plants in the United States and move 
abroad. 

Trade is a good thing done well, but 
this trade agreement does not accom-
plish that end. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—AP-
POINTING AND AUTHORIZING 
MANAGERS FOR THE IMPEACH-
MENT TRIAL OF DONALD JOHN 
TRUMP, PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senate will receive a message from the 
House of Representatives. 

A message from the House of Rep-
resentatives by Ms. JOHNSON, Clerk of 
the U.S. House of Representatives, an-
nounced that the House of Representa-
tives had passed a resolution (H. Res. 
798) appointing and authorizing man-
agers for the impeachment trial of 
Donald John Trump, President of the 
United States. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
message will be received. 

The majority leader. 
f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENTS—RELATING TO ARTICLES 
OF IMPEACHMENT AGAINST DON-
ALD JOHN TRUMP 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that pursuant 
to rule I of the Rules of Procedure and 
Practice When Sitting on Impeach-
ment Trials, the Secretary of the Sen-
ate inform the House of Representa-
tives that the Senate is ready to re-
ceive the managers appointed by the 
House for the purpose of exhibiting Ar-
ticles of Impeachment against Donald 
John Trump, President of the United 
States, agreeably to the notice commu-
nicated to the Senate; further, that at 
the hour of 12 noon on Thursday, Janu-
ary 16, 2020, the Senate will receive the 
managers on the part of the House of 
Representatives in order that they may 
present and exhibit the Articles of Im-
peachment against Donald John 
Trump, President of the United States. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there any objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that pursuant 
to rules III and IV of the Rules of Pro-
cedure and Practice When Sitting on 
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